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Editorial

Shadow and Light*
Jacques B. Doukhan, D.H.L., Th.D.

I

srael and the Church are like
the play between shadow and
light. The shadow needs the
light to make the landscape visible, and
the light needs the shadow to make the
landscape beautiful. Likewise, Israel and
the Church need each other.
“No religion is an island,” said
Abraham Heschel. This statement applies
particularly to Israel and the Church. Neither Israel nor the Church can claim independence from the other. Yet ironically,
instead of providing a bond, this reality
has produced rejection and hatred. The
Church has settled and constructed her
identity against Judaism; and conversely,
Judaism has often created its features in
reaction to the Church. And theology is
not the only factor to blame in this scandal. Prejudices, ignorance, the deliberate
will to lock the other in definitive labels,
have played a considerable role in this
tragedy. It is important to think right, but
it is also important to think right about
the other. Christians need to learn more
about and from the Jews, and inversely,
the Jews will benefit by learning from the
Christians.
Not because the Church is the light
while Israel is in the shadow, or reversely.
The lesson of history shows that shadow
and light are found in both. And when
there is shadow in one, there is light in
the other. This is why Israel and the

Church need each other to discern the
light and learn about their respective
shadow.
But is reconciliation possible? We have
many reasons to doubt. The scenario of
Jews and Christians drawing near to each
other appears to be just a utopia. Yet history has such ironies. Along with this
skepticism and suspicion, the Holocaust
and the State of Israel have paradoxically
produced a new climate for the JewishChristian encounter. The Holocaust has
revealed to the Church the horror of its
iniquity, and through this, new shame
obliged the Christians to rethink their relationship with the Jews. On the other
hand, the State of Israel has liberated the
Jew from the visceral reflex of reaction to
the Christians.
Could it be, in these times of dialogue
and openness and unexpected happenings, that the two former enemies suddenly wake up and understand that they
need each other not only for their mutual salvation from the shadow, but also
for the salvation, “the light of the world.”

*In this special issue on Israel and the
Church, we have chosen to bring, along with
new articles, sections (articles and interviews)
from a previous issue devoted to this topic
(August 1995).
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Interview

Rabbi David Rosen
The tragedy of Jewish-Christian
relations viewed by a Rabbi of the
Anti-Defamation League in
Jerusalem.

S

Rabbi David Rosen was born and educated in
Britain and continued his advanced rabbinic studies
in Israel, where he received his smichah (ordination) and served as Chaplain in the Western Sinai.
From 1975 to 1979, he was the Senior Rabbi
of the largest Jewish congregation in South Africa;
and from 1979-1985, Rabbi Rosen was Chief
Rabbi of Ireland. He returned to Israel in 1985
and became Professor of Jewish Studies at the Jerusalem Center of Near Eastern Studies. In 1997, Rabbi
Rosen was appointed director of the Anti-Defamation League’s Israel Office, after serving for nine
years as its director of Inter-Faith Relations.
Rabbi Rosen served on the Permanent Bilateral Commission of the State of Israel and the Holy
See which negotiated the normalization of relations
between Israel and the Vatican. He serves as a member of the International Jewish Committee for Inter-Religious Consultations which represents organized World Jewry in its relations with other world
religious bodies.
Since 1995, Rabbi Rosen has served as a President of the World Conference on Religion and Peace,
the all-encompassing world interfaith body. In
1998, he was elected President of the International
Council of Christians and Jews, the umbrella organization for some 30 national bodies devoted to
promoting Jewish-Christian relations.
In March 2001, Rabbi Rosen joined the
American Jewish Committee to head up its international interreligious relations activities.

habbat Shalom*:
Rabbi Rosen, you
are the director of
Inter-Faith Relations of the AntiDefamation League, Israel office,
and we thank you very much for
allowing us to interview you. We
would appreciate it if. you would
explain to our readers exactly
what the Anti-Defamation
League is.
Rosen: The Anti-Defamation
League was founded by the Jewish
philanthropic social organization
known as B’nai B’rith. B’nai B’rith
itself was an organization which
started in Europe to bring Jews together, to unite them around common concerns despite different
.
ideological or denominational
affiliations. The Anti-Defamation
League, known by its initials, ADL,
started in the United States mainly
to fight anti-Semitism; but if you
want to fight anti-Semitism effectively, you have to fight all prejudice and bigotry. And if you really
want to fight against prejudice and
bigotry, then you should have prevention as well as just trying to
cure. So it’s not only a question of
litigation, of lobbying, of exposing,
but also of education, of producing materials, of alliances, that is
of coalitions between different
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communities, and particularly in
the field of interreligious relations,
because religion can unfortunately
be a source of prejudice. It also can
be the greatest source of healing.
And thus there is a link for interreligious cooperation as well. What
happened, then, with the ADL is
that something that originally
started for a specific purpose eventually covers the whole gamut of
interests that affect the contemporary Jew, and not only with regards
to Judaism and the Jewish community, but it becomes a human-relations agency for all different minority groups. For example, some
of the best materials on minority
groups in the United States have
been produced by the ADL. During the Gulf War, much of the legal activity of the ADL was on behalf of Arab Americans who were
the victims of prejudice in
America. So this is a very wideranging organization today, and
this organization, especially in
America, has, like other American
international Jewish organizations,
offices here in Jerusalem. The main
purpose of this office is to be a conduit of information between Israel
and diaspora Jewry. So there you
have more or less an overview.
Shabbat Shalom: As we all

know, here the history between
the Christian church and Israel
is a very painful one. Would you,
from your perspective, give some
of the reasons for the failure?
Rosen: Well, the simplest answer I can give you is that we are
human beings and human beings
fail. Of course, the relationship
between Christianity and Judaism
is a particularly complex one because we come out of the same
source, and each has claimed to be
the heir of that one original source.
And when in the early days of
Christianity there was, as it were,
the competition between the
(Nazarene) church and the Jewish
community, the competition was
perceived in terms of who had the
authentic claim to be the continuum of that original revelation.
I don’t think that the debates, however, in the early Christian church
and the Jewish community are really the source of the later tragedies.
It seems to me that the tragedy
started when Christianity became
an international political power.
The real source of the problem
came when the Jewish people were
viewed from the perspective of a
powerful church that believed that
it was its responsibility to save the
whole world through its own particular message. Now within that
context you then have a development of perception of the Jewish
people which already emerges in
John Chrysostom, I think, and
definitely within Augustine. And
that is a very interesting question.
The basic question is, the destruction of the temple and the exile of
the Jews, especially after the Bar
Kokhba Revolt. All these were
viewed as punishments that were
visited upon the children of Israel
for their greatest failure of all—
which is not so much portrayed as
the Deicide as much as the failure
to recognize the identity of Jesus.
And for that reason they were cast
out of their land, never to return.
This begged a big question: If that
was the case and if, then, Christianity has superseded Judaism and
is the new Israel in place of the old

Israel, and this displacement
theology now comes in
(supersessionism and displacement
theology), then why are the Jews
around at all? They shouldn’t be
here at all. There’s no need for them
to be here anymore. The answer
given is that the reason the Jews
survive is to prove the truth of
Christianity. They are to be around
always to be persecuted, to be vulnerable, to be homeless, to be wanderers, as proof of God’s wrath and
repudiation of them, that they
failed to recognize the true Christian message, and thus as proof of

Rosen: Well, we can’t take ourselves seriously as religious people
regardless of what denomination
we are, if there is no hope. So obviously there is hope. But I think
we could be more optimistic than
even hopeful. There are more serious grounds to believe that things
have changed and are changing
and are going to change. I think as
we moved into the twentieth century, or already as we moved into
the nineteenth century, there was
a growing recognition in Europe
that maybe these kinds of attitudes
were neither healthy for society nor

If you really want to fight against prejudice and
bigotry, you should have prevention as well as
just trying to cure.
the validity of Christianity. This is
what has been known as, or what
Jules Isaac called at his famous
meeting with Pope John XXIII, the
teaching of contempt towards the
Jews. It’s a teaching that says Judaism fulfilled its role in bringing
about Jesus; it’s basically useless,
dead, and purposeless once it fails
to recognize the message of Jesus.
The only purpose of Jews to remain
is purely as a negative witness in
that regard. And that provides not
only a totally negative image of the
Jew and of Judaism, but it also provides the kind of grounds, the turf,
in which all kinds of terrible things
can be done; and you could say,
“Well, they deserved it.” So that, I
think, is, in summation, the source
of the tragedy of our relationship.
It’s the tragedy of what we might
say of a mother and daughter who,
instead of being able to appreciate
each other, have seen each other’s
existence as somehow a repudiation of their own.
Shabbat Shalom: So, JewishChristian relationships were very
difficult before the Second World
War. They became improved after the Second World War, especially after the birth of the State
of Israel. Is there hope for better
relationships in the future?

were necessarily true to the real
Christian message. I think this process of self-criticism, which a world
of enlightenment facilitates more,
has led to some very significant
changes in the Christian world
amongst different denominations
in terms of the way they view Jews
and Judaism, so that, in the overall Christian world, we can say that
there are wholesale sections of the
Christian world today which are
not, as far as Jewish people are concerned, to be considered to be a
problem but are, in fact, part of
the solution. There are many
Christian communities in many
places, and sometimes even within
hierarchical structures, where an
enormous amount of work is being done to help fight prejudice
and to help deepen a greater understanding of the special relationship between Jews and Christians.
There is still a great deal to be done
and there are still parts of the world
that have not been touched by that
spirit where attitudes remain almost medieval. Nevertheless, if you
take an overall spectrum, the transformation in terms of the attitude
within the Christian world today,
from even fifty years ago let alone
200 years ago, is quite remarkable.
So obviously it’s not just a ques-
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tion of hope. There are clear
grounds to recognize the changed
reality; what, nevertheless, I think
we should hope for is for a deepening appreciation of each other’s
value and worth. Now that is not
easy. It is no more easy from the
Jewish side than from the Christian side.
Here I’m probably touching on
some of your other questions, and
maybe we can come back and concentrate on them. But, if I may
continue, there are two major issues that confront us in terms of
looking at Jewish-Christian relations. One is one that we have already alluded to because when
we’ve spoken about the tragic past,
we have been recognizing that
there is something here that is inescapable. And the inescapability
is primarily from the Christian
side. A Christian cannot seriously
define himself or herself without
reference to Judaism because Judaism is at the very roots of his or
her identity, of the central figure
of Christian faith. Therefore, you
can either define it negatively, as
was done historically in the past,
all too often tragically, and I believe in violence to true Christian
affirmation; or you look at it positively as I believe it should be done,
in which case the Christian cannot escape this compelling relationship with Jews and Judaism.
It’s very much part of his or her
own identity and sense of destiny,
of purpose. But the Jew can escape
the Christian because the Jew does
not have to relate to the Christian
to understand his/her own identity. Therefore he or she can live
in isolation from it—I don’t think
we should, but we may. And, in
fact, for the vast majority of the
Jewish people, probably 95 percent, we do live in isolation from
it in that regard. So there is an
asymmetry in our relationship;
and therefore, as a result, we can’t
talk in quite symmetrical terms or
parallelisms when we’re talking
about the nature of our relationships.
Then comes the other aspect
6 SHABBAT SHALOM / Autumn 2001

which makes things even more
complicated. I don’t say that if we
had had power during the Middle
Ages, I know that we would have
behaved better. I hope we would
have behaved better. I can’t know
that we would have behaved better. But the reality was that Christianity had the power; Christianity had the supersessionist ideology in relation to Judaism, the displacement theology, and as a result we suffered at the hands of socalled Christians and in the socalled name of Christianity. The
result is that, for Jewish history, for
Jewish collective experience, Christianity is not the religion of love.
We experienced it as a religion of
violence. We did not experience

The tragedy started
when Christianity
became an
international
political power.
the name of Jesus as a name of love;
we did not experience the cross as
a symbol of love—these we experienced as weapons used to beat us
over the head. There is, therefore,
an enormous historical trauma,
wounds of the past, that are there
within the Jewish people at the
moment. And as a result, if I could
be a little bit flippant here about
it, if you were to go up to an Israeli in the street and say to him,
“Hey, I’m a Christian. How do you
feel about that?” He would say,
“Well, to tell you the truth, I feel
uncomfortable, because a Christian, to me, means somebody who,
if he doesn’t want to do me physical harm, wants to steal my soul.”
Now that is the image produced
by the terrible historical past. But
for Jews who live within enlightened Western Christian society (of
course, not all Western societies are
enlightened, and not all enlightened societies are Western, but if
we could talk in that kind of gen-

eralization) you have today, thank
God, millions of Jews who encounter modern Christianity, modern
Christians, genuine loving Christians, open Christians, Christians
who wish to discover their Jewish
roots and understand their Jewish
identity and wish to live in a relationship of mutual respect with
Jews. In Israel, however, no less
than 95 percent of Israelis have not
encountered a modern Christian.
And even when they travel abroad,
they don’t meet Christians as
Christians; they meet them as nonJews. And the people that make up
this society have either come directly traumatized by their experience of what Christianity has
meant, from Eastern Europe for
example, or they’ve come from
worlds in which Christianity has
had a negative image from other
medieval aspects—from the Islamic world, seeing Christianity as
the Crusades, or even today’s Western consumerism as being just another manifestation of the Christian imperialist desire to take over
the world! So whatever these ideas
and images, reasonable or irrational, they make up the reality of the
way Christianity is perceived. This
means that while it’s relatively easy
now for Christians to discover their
Jewish roots and to develop a positive relationship with Judaism, it
is still very difficult for the majority of Jews to relate openly and
without the prejudice of historical
experience towards Christianity, let
alone to rediscover the historical
Jesus of Nazareth.
The problems here are not really theological. They might be
sometimes couched as theological,
but the problems are what I would
call psychohistorical. So there are
psychohistorical problems that
confront the Jewish people and
therefore, in my work, I have difficulty often in dealing with prejudice in some of my Christian interlocutors or certainly within the
Muslim world which has to do less
with theology and more with politics. Nevertheless I am fighting at
the same time almost as intense a

battle in my own courtyard, with
my own colleagues who are opposed to my own desire for rapprochement and development of
cooperation with Christians because they see it almost as if I am
endangering the Jewish community by being so open and so cooperative with what they see as a
hostile entity. Now this, for Western Christians, must be terribly
difficult to understand and must
be terribly shocking, but this is the
reality; this is a product of our
tragic history. And therefore, there
is a process that has to be gone
through. The Jewish people is a
terribly wounded people. The scars
and the wounds of our experience
are still very real; they’re very much
with us. The State of Israel, to a
great degree, is part of our healing
process. But we not only have to
heal ourselves, which is a lengthy
process; but in terms of the Jewish-Christian relationship, if Christians really care about their relationship with Jews and Judaism,
then they have to play a major role
in this healing process. Although
healthy relationships are relationships of mutuality, nevertheless, in
this context our historic relationship has not been healthy, and the
situation at the moment is not as
healthy as it needs to be. Accordingly there is a historic imbalance,
and thus I even make so bold as to
suggest that the responsibility is an
imbalanced one and devolving disproportionately on the Christian
side. Therefore I say—out of a
great desire for there to be a real
rapprochement, real reconciliation,
a partnership between Judaism and
Christianity—Christianity has to
work very hard at winning our confidence. I hope and pray that this
will be done; and in order to win
our confidence, we have to be convinced that really the desire of our
Christian counterparts is not to do
us physical harm and not to steal
our souls, but genuinely to wish us
well. Now that requires Christians
to be extremely sensitive to our
own Jewish hypersensitivities. Accordingly if Christians really care

about reconciliation, there has to
be a moratorium; at least a moratorium, even if it’s a temporary one,
on proselytizing.
Shabbat Shalom: Actually
you’ve covered most of the problems. Really, to what extent can
Jews and Christians entertain
this quality of dialogue and relation; you’ve been very positive
there. And also, maybe some
more steps as far as practical
things that Christians could do
to enable dialogue and understanding.
Rosen: Well, I divided things
into two areas. One is, if you like,
cerebral and the other is more action-orientated. Now the cerebral
is very important because it has to

A Christian cannot
seriously define
himself or herself
without reference to
Judaism.
do with our understanding of who
we are, what we are, and why we
are. And therefore the first and
foremost important thing I think
for Christians to do is to study and
understand the world of Jesus of
Nazareth, to understand the way
of life he lived, the tenets he espoused, to understand how these
were expressed within Jewish life,
and how they continue to be expressed in Jewish life. To recognize
that Judaism did not, as the medieval Christian stereotype had it,
come to an end either in the year
70 or in the year 135, but is a living, on-going religious way of life.
To discover how this life is led and
how it is expressed; and perhaps
also even to look and see what areas could be or still are, or should
be, relevant to the life of the Christian in order to enrich his or her
own Christian life and expression.
Then I think the next stage requires
looking at the difference within the
commonality, especially with re-

gards to the terminology that we
often use which we don’t understand in the same way. Because we
come from a common root, we
have common terms; but nevertheless, because we have not taken exactly the same direction, we therefore understand some of these
terms very differently. For example,
terms like “sin,” “redemption,”
“salvation,” “Messiah,” are words
and terms which are not the same
within Christian thought as they
are within Jewish thought. A common origin can help us understand
both the commonality and the difference at the same time. So there
is a lot of study that needs to be
done, a lot of study to discover
what things are relevant to the life
of the Christian in terms of his and
her Jewish roots. Beyond that, in
terms of winning the confidence
of Jews, there are areas of dialogue
and cooperation that can take place
in terms of conferences and colloquia. I’m very much involved in
this, but these are not the main
things that I’m talking about. I’m
talking about areas where one may
get involved with helping in an Israeli development town with a
population, for example, that came
in from Yemen in the ’50s, and are
disadvantaged, caught up in the
poverty trap, unable to get out of
it. Now such important welfare
projects take place throughout our
world and are important for every
good person, every good Christian.
But when such activity and a
project for welfare takes place
within Israel, within a Jewish State,
directed at Jews, for nothing other
than purely the genuine selfless
love for the persons who are the
object of that enterprise, that has
an enormously profound effect.
And there is not enough of that.
There are one or two groups involved in various areas of that endeavor. There’s a group, Bridges for
Peace, that does things like helping the aged and looking after the
needy—these are activities that I
think really help shatter stereotypes
and perceptions. And that’s terribly important in that regard.
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Shabbat Shalom: What could
Jews learn from the Christian
church?
Rosen: Now first of all because
of the psychohistorical problems,
as I mentioned already, it has been
virtually impossible during the last
one and a half millennia for Jews
to see the beauty within the teachings of Jesus of Nazareth, who, I
would say, as an Orthodox rabbi,
is deeply rooted in the Pharisaic
world. There are a number of different areas where Jesus is clearly
emerging from within a tradition,
that is my tradition, where maybe
amongst the different rabbis of the
time there would be different emphases. Within this trend he was
making a very clear call on certain
ethical points that perhaps set him
on high with regard to those particular perceptions. Now when
Jews are able to look at those texts
and to look at those ideas and see
them within a context of their own
tradition, they can get a great deal
out of the encounter with these
ideas and insight within the tradition. But beyond that I think there
is something much more mysterious that is involved in our relationship. I think that Christians and
Jews someday should ask themselves, What is God trying to tell
us in all this? And what are its implications in terms of our universe,
in terms of God’s plan for humankind? And I would make so bold
as to say that we are called into and
for a unique partnership and there
are aspects of our own affirmations
which are exclusive of one another,
which are of complementary necessity for humankind and for our
cosmos. I think it’s something that
needs to be studied and developed
very profoundly, but in the simplest way let me just point to the
obvious distinction and obvious
complementary nature. The covenant of Sinai is a covenant given
to a people in which a people is
called to be a kingdom of priests
and a holy nation. In other words,
this is a national paradigm. That is
why it takes the character of nationhood within the land, within

a context of nationhood, to be a
national paradigm. The paradigm,
as Isaiah puts it, has two different
dimensions based upon the
Pentateuch. One is to testify to
God’s presence in history, which
the very existence of the Jewish
people does, for better and for
worse—and this defies the normal
or conventional or even innovative
materialistic theories of historians.
That’s why Arnold Toynbee called
us “a fossil of history,” because we
irritatingly didn’t fit into his neat

For Jewish history,
for Jewish
collective
experience,
Christianity is not
the religion of love.
categories! The eternity of Israel—
the very existence of Israel in the
world against all odds—testifies to
God’s presence in the world. Then,
of course, there is the paradigm of
being a kingdom of priests and a
holy nation, the way of life, the
commandments (mitzwoth), the
covenantal way of life that Jews are
called upon to live. And this expresses itself within contemporary
Jewish life in a great deal of diversity as well and a great deal of Sturm
und Drang and various tensions
and checks and balances. But it’s
part of the paradigm of people; it’s
part of the spiritual way of life; a
spirituality that emerges within the
context of peoplehood. That’s one
paradigm. But the paradigm of
peoplehood, by its very nature, is
not an unlimited paradigm. So
there are paradigms that have to be
relevant to the human personality
when one is not part of that particular peoplehood or one is not of
a peoplehood that itself is seeking
to be able to follow that paradigm.
And that is, of course, the enormous power of the message of
Christianity that goes beyond the
national context, which in no way
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downgrades or limits that national
paradigm, but is a complementary
paradigm by its very nature in
terms of bringing the message of
redemption to humankind. And
it’s that, I think, that we need to
explore and one day we will eventually discover.
Shabbat Shalom: At the beginning of our interview, we agreed
that the Jewish-Christian relationship became much easier after the Second World War and
after the rebirth of the State of
Israel. Now your answer to our
previous question seems to lead
naturally to another question
which may be the last. What is
the impact and the role, from
your point of view, of the State
of Israel on Israel and on the
Christian church?
Rosen: First of all, let us look
at it pragmatically. Pragmatically,
the reality is that the Jewish people
are paying a very heavy price for
the realization of one of its great
dreams. The great dream that it
will be able to live within a free
world where nobody will persecute
them; where they will be able to
go about their business without
anyone giving them any hassles.
And the epitome and embodiment
of that realization, that dream, is
the United States of America.
There is nowhere within the history of Jewish existence where Jews
have had it so good in terms of the
context of the society in which they
live as they do in the United States.
I’m not saying, by any means, that
everything in the United States is
hunky-dory. I’m not saying that
there is no anti-Semitism or that
there are no problems in the
United States; but as a society, as
an open society, there has not been
a more open society than that society. And that’s what Jews have
craved for a long time. But this embrace is the kiss of Esau. It is not a
kiss without danger, because this
embrace means that when you are
not continually reminded by society who you are, only those who
really make the effort to substantiate their identity are those who re-

main. The vast majority of people
don’t really bother about what you
are or what you are not, and many
of our own people accordingly
don’t bother very much about what
they are or what they aren’t themselves; and thus they disappear.
This process of assimilation into
the general society has hit American Jewry probably to a current
degree of more than 50 percent. So
throughout our diaspora, we are a
rapidly diminishing people. This is
an inevitability of the modern pluralistic, multicultural society of
which we are a part. And thus in
simply pragmatic terms, the reality is that there is only one place in
the world where Jews are increasing in number—that is in Israel.
Simply in pragmatic terms, it is
only Israel that can guarantee the
continuity of the Jewish people.
And thus the historic events which,
of course, I, as a religious Zionist,
see as having been the fulfillment
of divine promise that were manifested through the Zionist movement and through the ingathering
of the exiles and the establishment
of the State of Israel are, however,
simply in a pragmatic perspective,
the only way of really guaranteeing the divine covenant of promise of the eternity of Israel. The
State of Israel is crucial in terms of
the divine plan. Unless, of course,
you are willing to take the view of
the tiny minority of ultra- Orthodox perception, which is that we
alone are the God squad and the
rest are going to go to blazes anyway, and all we have to do is remain as a small community loyal
to the word of God and eventually
God will somehow supernaturally
achieve things. This, of course, was
a big argument between the Orthodox anti-Zionists and what
came to be known as religious Zionism. So this is an ideological debate. From my particular perspective, believing that God is to be
found within the world and God
wants us to live in the world and
not to live despite history but to
live within history—Israel itself is
a manifestation of part of the di-

vine plan, divine will, in keeping
with divine promise.
Now, I don’t think I need to say
anything more in terms of Judaism, but in relation to Christianity, that means that if Christians
a) care about Jewish survival, and
b) care about respecting Jews and
understanding them as they understand themselves, then Israel is central to that. It is central to Jewish
continuity, and it is central to contemporary Jewish identity. It’s at
the very heart of it. And therefore,
to relate to Jews unrelated to Israel
is simply at best disingenuous, because we cannot simply relate to
Jews without the totality of their

It is still very
difficult for the
majority of Jews to
relate openly and
without the
prejudice of
historical experience
towards Christianity,
let alone to
rediscover the
historical Jesus of
Nazareth.
contemporary identity and character. So it’s very central. Now this,
of course, hasn’t always been good
in terms of Jewish-Christian relations. There are many Christians
who still find the idea of
peoplehood and return to the land
an indigestible idea. They find Jewish nationalism in contrast with
universalist grace instead of being
able to recognize, I think, what I
would describe as their complementary nature. Naturally there are
Christians here in the land who are
Palestinians; who are caught between the hammer and the anvil

in terms of the national conflict between Palestinian nationalism and
Israel. They can see their interests
within Palestinian society and
therefore wish to deny any religious
significance or value to Israel. The
result is that one of the few places
where supersessionist theology, displacement theology, is still very
much alive is precisely in the land
of Israel itself amongst certain Palestinian theologians in order to be
able to find political justification
for their own particular political
position. And very often within
certain international church bodies in order to be considered, as it
were, politically correct, especially
in relation to the Third World and
Christian communities within the
Arab world, there’s very often been
an almost unconscious as well as
conscious prejudice towards Israel
that often continues to express itself in anti-Zionism. And if antiZionism means the denial of Israel
to be able to have what you consider to be acceptable for everybody else, then, of course, it’s classic anti-Semitism. So very often Israel has served as a lightning conductor for traditional Christian
anti-Judaism or anti-Semitism, and
very often, it is simply a more convenient and genteel guise for what
are the same old prejudices. So Israel hasn’t necessarily been exclusively a vehicle for positive Christian-Jewish relations. It has often
been something of a stumbling
block. That’s all the more reason
that we can see how central it is
for better and for worse, and I hope
it will be increasingly for better.
Shabbat Shalom: Thank you,
Rabbi Rosen, for these most enlightening and challenging
thoughts for both Jews and
Christians.
*This interview was conducted by
Ermanno Garbi.
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Interview

Dr. Bert Beach
Challenges and problems of the
Jewish-Christian dialogue from the point
of view of a professional in religious
dialogue.

S

Dr. Bert Beach is currently the director of Public Affairs for the General
Conference of Seventh- day Adventists
and the general secretary of the Seventhday Adventist Council on Interchurch
Relations. He is also the secretary of the
Conference of Secretaries of Christian
World Communions and the secretarygeneral of the International Religious
Liberty Association. As a regular panelist on the weekly telecast of American
Religious Town Hall, Dr. Beach is intensely involved in the disciplines of interchurch dialogue.
He is the author of several books including Vatican II—Bridging the
Abyss (1968), Ecumenism—Boon or
Bane? (1974), and more recently, Rotating the World With Rotary
(1991).
Dr. Beach has been the recipient of
several honorary awards, such as a special resolution of the Senate of the State
of Maryland (November 1984) for his
contribution to religious liberty; a Paul
Harris Fellow of Rotary International;
and a Th.D. honoris causa from the
Christian Theological Academy, Warsaw, Poland.

habbat Shalom*: The history
of the relationship
between the Christian church
and Israel is a very painful one.
Can you please give us the reason for this failure?
Beach: Yes, indeed, the relationship has been a painful one.
A lot of the fault certainly rests
on the shoulders of the Christians, without saying that the
Jews are perfect and have never
made a mistake in interrelations.
The Christians have called the
Jews “Christ-killers” or used
some other similar term. Historically Christians have not infrequently tried to make the Jews
living in the contemporary period, in other words Jews of today, responsible for what some
Romans and some Jews did
2,000 years ago. That has colored
relationships.
Shabbat Shalom: In the
wake of Vatican Council II, do
you see any changes taking
place in the Christian church
in general, and in your church
in particular?
Beach: Well, certainly Vatican
II did mark a watershed as far as
Roman Catholic-Jewish relations
are concerned. In fact, the Second Vatican Council made a dec-
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laration regarding the Jews which
indicated that there should be
more fraternal relations between
the Roman Catholic Church and
the Jews; and I think the Roman
Catholic Church has acknowledged some of the mistakes that
it made in the past. At the time
of the Second Vatican Council, I
spoke to one of the specialists in
the Catholic Church regarding
relations with the Jews, and he
acknowledged that the Catholic
Church had a certain burden of
history to carry in regards to its
anti-Semitism. I will just give one
example: right near the Tiber
River is located the entrance to
the former Jewish ghetto, and
there is a Roman Catholic
Church at the entrance. All the
Jews going through the entrance
into the ghetto would pass right
in front of the Roman Catholic
Church. That Roman Catholic
Church had inscriptions written
out (I believe they are still there
today. Some years ago I took pictures of them) in Hebrew and in
either Latin or Italian, in which
they quote from the Old Testament the statement, “I have labored hard and long with this
stiff-necked and rebellious
people.” The Jews could read these
inscriptions as they passed in front

At the time of the Second Vatican
Council, one of the specialists in the
Catholic Church regarding relations with
the Jews acknowledged that the Catholic
Church had a certain burden of history to
carry in regards to its anti-Semitism.
and went into the ghetto. This
shows some of the past attitude.
Shabbat Shalom: Is the
Christian church interested in
having a relationship or, if any,
a better relationship with Judaism?
Beach: Oh, I think so. In fact,
there are societies that have been
formed—I’m not sure I remember offhand as I’m speaking here
without any notes regarding their
names—but there are JewishChristian associations that meet
together. The Council of Christians and Jews, for example, is
one of the world organizations.
So there is definitely an improvement in relationships. There are
also efforts made to tone down
some of the language used by
Christians. I’m thinking, for example, of some of the Orthodox
liturgy used at the time of Easter
with some pretty strong language
regarding the Jews. They speak
about the Jews, the perfidious
Jews. Talking in such generic
terms can, of course, be seen as
quite anti-Semitic.
Shabbat Shalom: What kind
of relationship do you envision
between the Christian church
and the Jews—a relationship of
ecumenical dialogue where everyone is in agreement, or a relationship of imperialistic
monologue where the Christian
church can bring truth to the
Jews, or rather a reciprocal relationship where Christians
and Jews will learn from each
other and from God?
Beach: Well, certainly the
third suggestion is, I think, the

best. Ecumenical dialogue is
good. And, by the way, dialogue
doesn’t mean that participants
have to agree with each other; it
just means that one tries to be
open-minded and willing to both
listen and speak. I think imperialistic monologue is of no use to
anyone, be it a political monologue, or be it a religious monologue. Christian, or any other, religious imperialism is not in harmony with authentic religion.
Shabbat Shalom: Is there
anti-Semitism in the Christian
church; and if so, what is your
advice on how to deal with this
problem?
Beach: Unfortunately, there is
anti-Semitism. Sometimes it is
hard to know what one means
exactly by it, because if somebody
is not in favor of the State of Israel and the policies of the State
of Israel in the present time—for
example, in its relationships with
the Middle East or land occu-

Semitic. So I think we should be
careful how we use the term. Certainly, there is a kind of latent
Christian attitude that surfaces
from time to time. In fact, in my
own church, the Seventh-day
Adventist Church, I did a little
piece of research and prepared a
questionnaire at the time of the
Second Vatican Council to see
what our own young people were
thinking. I presented the questionnaire to the students at several of our schools. If one took
the answers from the students at
face value, one would have to say
that there was some antiSemitism. For example, one
question asked, “Are the Jews responsible for the death of
Christ?” The answer very often
was “Yes.” But then when I discussed the questionnaire with the
students and asked them: “What
did you really mean by that? Do
you really mean to say that a Jew
living today is responsible for the
death of Christ 2,000 years ago
any more than we all are, for He
took upon Himself our sins”—
then they would say, “Oh, no, I
didn’t mean that.” So obviously
the students very often were answering without really thinking
through what they were saying.
And yet, the very fact that they
would answer that way would
indicate that there was a kind of
a latent anti-Semitism there,

Dialogue doesn’t mean that participants
have to agree with each other; it just means
that one tries to be open-minded and
willing to both listen and speak.
pancy and all kinds of problems
that arise in regards to the Palestinians and other issues—very
often that is interpreted by some
as anti-Semitism. I don’t think
that a person who has an opposing political viewpoint regarding
the State of Israel is ipso facto anti-

somehow, without it being clearly
articulated or even understood.
Shabbat Shalom: What is the
impact of the Holocaust on
your view of Israel and the relationship between Christianity
and the Jews?
Beach: The Holocaust can be
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seen as the nadir in human history. No one knows exactly how
many Jews were killed, and there
are a lot of people who are trying
to change the figures; but it
makes no difference to me
whether they can reduce the figures by 100 or 200,000 or even
by one million. The facts are that
a tremendous number of Jews
were killed; and if there were even
only 1,000 Jews, it would still be
a terrible thing; and when it’s obviously up in the hundreds of
thousands and millions, it is a
terrible event. Therefore, I think
that society has a certain responsibility to ensure that such a tragedy is never repeated. One can
even ask the question, Are the
Germans living today responsible
for what their ancestors did one
or two generations back? Well,
obviously not in any direct sense,
though they have a moral and
you might say maybe even a financial responsibility to repay
what the state did to which they
now belong. I think the Holocaust had an important role in regards to the establishment of the
State of Israel. It makes sense to
provide the Jews with some kind
of a home base, a country with
which they can identify. It fits
into their history, their desires,
their ambitions, but exactly how
large that state should be and
where the borders are, I certainly
would not be the expert to know
the answers to those questions.
Shabbat Shalom: What could
the Christian church learn from
the Jews?
Beach: Well, I think one thing
the Christian church can learn is
faithfulness to inherited practices, traditions, and truths.
When you think that the Jews
have been separated from any
home base and have lived for centuries in a diaspora situation,
scattered around the face of the
earth, and yet still have many
hundreds of thousands of faithful Jews keeping the Sabbath,
waiting for their Messiah, as they

would understand it, to come, in
that sense, I think we can learn
from that faithfulness to their traditions and teachings, respect for
their rabbis, respect for the role
of the mother in the home, respect for the beginning of the

The Holocaust
can be seen as
the nadir in
human history.
Sabbath hours. I think these are
things we could all learn from
them.
Shabbat Shalom: What
could the Jews learn from the
church?
Beach: Well, of course, from
our perspective, we would think
that the Jews would gain to learn
about Jesus Christ, who is the
Savior of the world, and therefore also their Savior.
Shabbat Shalom: What are
the common points which your
particular church shares with
Judaism?
Beach: As Seventh-day
Adventists, we would share understanding regarding certain aspects of the Sabbath. We also
agree regarding some dietary
practices, though not all. We also
in the United States support both
separation of church and state
and freedom of religion. I think
these would be the three main
points that come to mind immediately when one thinks of Seventh-day Adventists and Jews.
Shabbat Shalom: What
should be the contribution of
Shabbat Shalom to that matter?
Do you have any pertinent advice on what Shabbat Shalom
should do?
Beach: Shabbat Shalom has a
very difficult task, and I would
not claim to have the answers regarding how to deal with this. I
think we should try to balance
Jewish cultural and religious in-
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terests in general and respect for
Jewish practices and Jewish history and culture, while at the
same time exposing Jews and
Christians to each other’s truth.
How to keep this in balance is
where the editor has to show his
gifts.
Shabbat Shalom: Thank you,
Dr. Beach, for your time and
your challenging observations.
*This interview was conducted by
Clifford R. Goldstein.

Hebrew Scriptures

The Two Witnesses
What makes the Church in need of Israel; what makes Israel in need of the Church.

Jacques B. Doukhan

T

he law of Moses
requires the testimony of at least two
witnesses to make the story believable (Deuteronomy 17:6). In
the New Testament, John repeats
this principle when he states: “the
testimony of two men is true”
(John 8:17). Indeed when two
persons tell the same story, this
means that they saw the same
thing. They thus confirm each
other: they say the truth. Likewise the testimony of the Church
makes Israel a true witness, and
the testimony of Israel makes the
Church a true witness. Both testify to the same story. The same
miracles of Creation, the Exodus,
the resurrection, and the same
hope are shouted aloud proving
that God was there, He spoke
and acted, that God is still there,
He speaks and is alive.
This is why the two witnesses,
the Church and Israel, are needed
so that people out there may believe and hope in something else
beyond their pains and struggles,
and beyond the valley of shadow,
that they may bring ethics into
their life and therefore become

the human sign of the divine reality.
But there is more. The two
witnesses are not only needed in
order to repeat and thereby authenticate the same story; they
are both needed in order to complete the story. Each witness may
have seen something that escaped
the other’s eyes. We need both
testimonies to get the whole
story. Also both witnesses need
each other to make their own
story more meaningful and beautiful.
The Church Needs Israel
History is the first and certainly
the most obvious place which
makes the Church dependent on
Israel. The Church was born and
grew in the soil of Israel. The first
Christians were all Jews who behaved as faithful Jews. Yeshua was
a Jew. The Old Testament as well
as the midrashim, the Jewish
parables, were a part of his teachings. All his disciples were Jews;
the whole New Testament was
written by Jews who constantly
referred to the Jewish Scriptures
and traditions. The Church

needs Israel as a house needs its
foundation and even more as a
tree needs its roots. The apostle
Paul makes this point very clearly
when he compared Israel to an
olive tree to which the new
branches of the Church were to
be grafted (Romans 11). Note
that the Jew Paul did not speak
of another tree which would replace the old one. For him the
Church was to prolong the tree,
not to replace it. The Church
needs Israel for its very existence
and identity. But the need goes
even beyond the mere historical
reality. The present Church needs
Israel for what Israel has now and
the Church does not have.
The Hebrew Scriptures have
been preserved by the tenacious
work of the Jewish scribes who
carefully copied the ancient
manuscripts, and also by the
faithful Jews who read them
throughout generations at the
synagogue. Moses, Isaiah, the
Psalms, the Song of Songs are still
chanted today in the original language. Thanks to Israel, Christians can have access to the Hebrew text of the Old Testament,
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to the Hebrew thinking of the
writers of the New Testament,
and even to the Hebrew prayers,
in which Yeshua himself worshiped.
The Law, the Ten Commandments, the dietary laws, the
Shabbat, and the whole ethical
code, have not only been preserved in writing by the Jews, but
they are also being witnessed to
by the people who observe them
in their lives. The Church needs

spire the Christians in their research for a more creative and
adequate worship service.
The joy of life and the sense of
the feast, the ability to receive the
gift of God in Creation is also a
value which Christians may learn
from the Jews. From earlier stages
the influence of Gnosticism and
especially of Marcionite Christianity has opposed faith in the
God of Creation, the God of
beauty and of the senses. The

Christians need to learn from Jews that
religion is a way of life and not just a turn
of the soul.
the Jews to rethink the theology
of the law. Christians have so
much stressed grace and love that
they have often ignored the value
of justice and of the concrete
works. Emotions and feeling and
the subjective experience have
been overemphasized at the expense of faithfulness and will and
of the objective duty of obedience. Along the same lines, the
Church needs the Jews in order
to rediscover the intrinsic value
and beauty of studying the Word
of God for itself, as the word from
above which has its own truth to
be discovered there. The naive
Christian belief that the Holy
Spirit will inspire personal reading of the Scriptures no matter
how they do it, has deterred
them from the effort of searching the Scriptures for what they
are. Too often the Bible has been
used to prove one’s point in the
theological dispute or as a shallow sentimental inspiration for
religious devotion. Even the way
Jews worship, their attention to
the great God, their respect for
the holy Scripture, their corporate singing which involves effort
of the mind, aesthetic sensitivity, deep emotions as well as the
motions of the body, might in-

God of the Old Testament is contrasted to the God of the Spirit
and the soul, the God of Salvation, the God of the New Testament. And this is sometimes reflected in the Christian theology
of Sunday which is interpreted as
the sign of salvation versus the
Jewish Sabbath, sign of creation.
This dualism has influenced generations of Christians and produced a religion of sadness where
laughter and enjoyment are suspect. Christians may learn from
the Jews to pay attention to their
physical as well as their spiritual
life. They will learn from them a
holistic view of life. What they
eat, what they drink, whatever
they do affects their total being.
Christians need to learn from
Jews that religion is a way of life
and not just a turn of the soul.
The Messiah himself would
come closer to the Christians if
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only they were closer to the Jews.
Indeed the “Messiah” concept is
specifically Jewish. The word
Christos (Christ) from which
comes the word “Christian” is
nothing but the Greek translation of the Hebrew word
Mashiah (Messiah). This word is
found in the Hebrew Scriptures
where it designates the king, the
priest, the prophet, anyone who
is anointed (mashah) by God for
specific purposes. Ultimately the
Mashiah (Christ) is described in
the Bible as the ideal King of
David who will bring change,
peace, and salvation to Israel and
the world. This is why for the
Jews the Messiah has not yet
come. He is expected in the future. The Christians need the
Jews to be reminded that salvation did not take place yet, that
salvation apart from the world is
not salvation, that the Kingdom
of God is a historical, physical
reality and not just an existential
subjective experience. The Messiah implies hope for a better
world, that is, a world which is
not the one we presently know.
This is why the Messiah has been
represented in the Hebrew Scriptures and in Jewish tradition as a
star, the lonely star, the last star
which announces the coming of
the day—the star of David, the
very star that shines in the Israeli
flag. Christians have so much
emphasized the value of the past
event of the crucifixion that they
often stopped there at the cross.
They do not wait anymore. They
are already saved. The cross overshadowed the star. The Kingdom
of God is already here. Christians
will learn from the Jews to be-

This is one of the most ironical and
interesting paradoxes of history. Without
the Church the Jews might have remained
a small, insignificant and obscure religion.

come more lucid, to look around
and realize that the wolf does not
yet lie down with the lamb.
Death, violence, suffering are still
striking, eloquent signs that the
Messiah is still to come. With the
Jews, the Christians will learn to
hope.
Israel Needs the Church
History has demonstrated that
Israel needs the Church. Christians have made the God of Israel known throughout the earth.
Thanks to Christians, the Hebrew Bible and its message have
been translated into most if not
all the languages of the world.
The story of Joseph and the
Psalms of David have been heard
by Africans of the jungle and Indians of the Amazon, as well as
by sophisticated Europeans or
Americans. The Particularism of
Israel as a chosen people has been
complemented by the Universalism of the Church which took the
truth of Israel beyond its historical and geographical borders.
Thanks to Christians the world
has learned about the existence
of Israel. This is one of the most
ironical and interesting paradoxes
of history. Without the Church
the Jews might have remained a
small, insignificant and obscure
religion which might well have
disappeared. The Church has not
only made Israel known by the
nations but also made the existence of Israel necessary for the
Church’s own existence. Israel
owes her existence, fame, and
survival to the Church.
The New Testament has been
deliberately ignored by the Jews,
although it was written by Jews
and for Jews even before the time
of the composition of the Talmud. Therefore Jews would benefit from the reading of these
texts; for they not only witness
to the life and belief of the firstcentury Jews, but they also contain valuable truths which may
strengthen and enrich their Jewish roots.

As a matter of fact, Jews well
versed in their own Scriptures
and tradition may understand
these writings even better than
the Christians themselves do as
they often project their own
“Gentile” worldview into them.
The Jews will discover in the New
Testament that it is not as foreign as they thought. In this light
they may even get a better grasp
of their own heritage. Often the
meaning and the beauty of the
Hebrew Scriptures will be enhanced in the explanations of the
New Testament. Also the Talmud

The stories about the
rabbi of Nazareth, his
parables and his
teachings will surprise
them by their Jewish
flavor and the high
Jewish ideals they
convey.
and the Midrashim will be set in
context. The stories about the
rabbi of Nazareth, his parables
and his teachings will surprise
them by their Jewish flavor and
the high Jewish ideals they convey.
Grace (hesed) is not specific to
the Christian message. Grace is
also cherished by the Jewish
people. It is a genuine Jewish
value. From the Christians, however, Jews will be reminded that
salvation is not just achieved
through mitzwoth, but also
through the God who comes
down in history and acts on behalf of Israel. Jews need to learn
more about the proximity of
God, the God who goes so far as
to enter the complex process of
incarnation in order to speak
with humans, be with them, and

save them. Certainly Abraham
Heschel thought of this reality
when he observed that “the Bible
is not man’s theology but God’s
anthropology.” 1 Learning about
God’s incarnation, the Jews will
understand better the God of
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, the
God who spoke face-to-face with
Moses, the God who fought for
Israel at Jericho, the God of the
prophets. And this perspective
will even bring new life into their
mitzwoth. The law will not just
be performed as a required chore,
it will blossom from the heart as
a fruit emerging from their personal relationship with God.
The Messiah embodies this
very principle of God’s involvement in human history and existence. The Christian emphasis
may well therefore help the Jew
to recognize the effective presence
of God in the flesh of history. For
the Messiah was not only to be
out there in heaven, or in the far
future. He was also to be here
among humans—“Messiah for all
generations”—as it has been
taught in mystical Judaism and
recently pointed out in Hasidic
currents.2 Significantly, the Messiah is not only represented as a
star in biblical and Jewish traditions, he is also expected as a human seed (zera) from which will
come the One who will kill the
serpent (Genesis 3:15) or a human sprout (tsemah) raised to
David, who will bring salvation
and safety to Israel (Jeremiah
23:5-6). Strangely enough, this
human product bears divine features: he is called “The Lord our
Righteousness.” The Talmud infers from this biblical passage that
this human Messiah “will have
the name of the Holy Blessed
One.”3 This twofold figure of the
Messiah has baffled the rabbis of
the Talmud, who concluded that
there were two Messiahs: A suffering Messiah, a victim personified by the Messiah Son of Joseph
and a glorious Messiah, a king
personified by the Messiah Son
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of David. 4 It is also significant
that the suffering Messiah portrayed in Isaiah 53 was identified
as the Messiah King, a title that
designates specifically the Mes-

Jewish roots. More and more Jews
dare to be interested in the historical person of Yeshua.6
Lately the Catholic professor
Hans Küng made this revolution-

enant: an appeal to listen to each
other, to learn from each other,
an appeal to fulfill God’s dream
for a reunited Israel.
1

From the Christians Jews will be reminded
that salvation is not just achieved through
mitzwoth, but also through the God who
comes down in history and acts on behalf of
Israel.
siah Son of David.5
The idea of a Suffering God
and a Suffering Messiah is found
not only in the Hebrew Scriptures, but also in many ancient
Jewish writings. It is not a Christian invention to justify the
Christian view of the Messiah.
Yet the Christians are those who
preserved it and emphasized it.
As a result, many Jews reacted to
it and looked at it with suspicion.
The contact with Christians will
therefore help the Jews to rediscover this truth as an original
datum of the Jewish heritage.
Two Voices for the Same God
Indeed both witnesses, Israel and
the Church, are required, not
only because they confirm each
other’s truth, but also because
each one brings a truth, a dimension, that is ignored or simply
rejected by the other—because
they need each other, because
they are complementary. This
thesis was initiated in the late
19th century by the Jewish theologian Franz Rosenzweig in his
book the Star of Redemption and
was even suggested to a certain
extent by the Jewish philosopher
Martin Buber in his book the Two
Faiths. Today in the post-Holocaust era this direction of thinking is more and more advocated
by Christian and Jewish theologians as well. More and more
Christians are interested in their

ary statement: “What seems to be
divisive has to be reexamined in
a self-critical way. Take the example of the preexistence of
Christ . . . I think we have to discuss what the real differences are:
the Law, the State of Israel, etc.”7
More recently the Jewish theologian Michael Wyschogrod invited
the Jews to become more open to
the Christian’s theology of the incarnation of God while he called
Christians to reconsider their theology of the law.8
One of the most eloquent declarations was given a few years
ago by the Protestant theologian
Mark Fressler in a speech given
on the premises of Auschwitz:
“The Jews witness to the absolute
transcendence which founds all
ethics, the law. The Christians
witness to the incarnation of the
Word. Two voices for the same
God! Two different voices whose
harmony is promised beyond the
times”:9 That the Jew witness to
the Christian about the law and
the requirement of justice, the
importance of searching and listening to the written word of
God, the value of Creation and
the joy of life, the force of Particularism in the theology of covenant, the truth of hope in the
star; that the Christian witness to
the Jew about God’s salvation, the
truth of incarnation, the value of
grace and love, the power of Universalism in the theology of cov-
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Roots

The “Mystery” of Israel and the Church
Reinaldo Siqueira
Professor of Hebrew Scriptures

I

srael and the Church are
usually seen as two contrasting and opposite realities. Most Jews consider the
Church to be an idolatrous and oppressive religious entity, originated
from an apostate and heretic Jewish sect. After taking over the entire
occidental world, it became Israel’s
archenemy through its religious persecutions and theological teachings.
As for most Christians, Israel is normally viewed as being rejected for
not accepting the Messiah, and remaining in history as a people only
to be a living example of God’s
wrath toward those who reject Him.
For these Christians, the Church replaced Israel and is now God’s
people. So, Jews and
Christians have lived
as two opposite and
enemy religions, each
one with its one set of
beliefs and practices—
on one side is Israel; on the other,
the Church.
These opposing and “not very
friendly” points of view have prevailed for the past two millennia of
common Jewish and Christian life
and history in the Western World
and Civilization. However, the last
decades of archaeological discoveries of the world of New Testament
times, and the theological reflection
that has followed, have now challenged these “common” points of
view, both on the Jewish and the

Christian sides. Under the new
light, the New Testament’s teaching
about the relationship between Israel and the Church now dares us
to rethink old ideas and concepts
that have been well established for
ages, as can be illustrated by the two
examples that follow.
First, we now know that Judaism at the time was not a monolithic religion, but rather it was composed of many religious groups, also
called “sects,” each one with its own
theological interpretation and overtones. Among these groups, one can
number the Pharisees, the
Sadducees, the Herodians, the Zealots, the Essenes, the Hellenists, the
Apocalyptic, Baptist, and Charis-

tives of Israel. The Essenes, for example, had completely separated
themselves from the rest of the
people of Israel. For them, their
community of faith was the real Israel, the only object of God’s favor
and consideration, while the rest of
the nation was hopelessly lying
down in apostasy and sin. There was
no hope anymore for the nation,
and the only hope for anyone was
to abandon and forsake the people
and join the Essene covenant community in order to be saved. Such
an extreme attitude is not found in
the New Testament.
The Christian group (usually
called “the Way” or HaDerekh, see
Acts 9:2; 16:17; 18:25-26; 19:9, 23;
22:4; 24:14, 22)
never cut itself from
the rest of Jewish
community, as did
the Essenes, nor developed a theology
of separation and exclusiveness like
the Essenes’. Jesus lived, moved,
preached and ministered among his
fellow countrymen. He never dissociated himself from his people
and from the Jewish institutions—
the nation, the Temple, the synagogue. Born in Judea, he lived in
Galilee, and traveled around his
country many times mingling with
his people on all levels (see Matthew
2:5-11; 21-23; 4:12-16, 23; 9:35;
etc.). He went around the synagogues of the land, preaching,

Jesus’ disciples and followers never separated
themselves from the rest of their nation.
matic Movements, to refer just to a
few. Many of these groups had their
representatives both in the land of
Israel and in the diaspora. The great
majority of Jews, however, did not
belong to any of these groups, but
just lived their lives as common
Jews, observing the basic aspects of
their Jewish identity and faith. Most
of these religious groups strived to
get converts from among the Jewish populace. Many of these “sects”
preached and believed that they
were the real and only representa-
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The word “Church,” Ecclesia, belonged to the vocabulary of the Synagogue.
teaching and healing (Matthew
4:23; 9:35; Luke 4:14-16; etc.). He
participated in the temple services
in Jerusalem and its annual festivals,
all through his life (Luke 2:41-49;
John 2:13-25; 5:1, 14; 7:14; 10:2223; etc.). Jesus’ disciples and followers, also, never separated themselves
from the rest of their nation. In
Jerusalem, the Christian disciples
kept worshiping at the temple even
some 30 years after the death and
resurrection of Jesus (Acts 3:1, 1011; 4:1-4; 5:12-16; 21:23-27). Paul
and other apostles, when traveling
in different countries of the Roman
Empire, worshiped and frequented
the Jewish synagogues (Acts 13:1443; 14:1; 17:1-2, 10-12, 17; 18:4,
24-26; 19:8; etc.).
The profound ties that united
the Christians of the time with the
rest of the community of Israel at
large can be seen in the events at
the end of the life of Paul, when he
arrived at Rome as a prisoner: “And
when we entered Rome, Paul was
allowed to stay by himself, with the
soldier who was guarding him. And
it happened that after three days he
called together those who were the
leading men of the Jews, and when
they came together, he began saying to them, ‘Brethren, though I
had done nothing against our
people, or the customs of our fathers, yet I was delivered prisoner
from Jerusalem into the hands of
the Romans. And when they had
examined me, they were willing to
release me because there was no
ground to put me to death. But
when the Jews (or Judeans) objected, I was forced to appeal to
Caesar; not that I had any accusation against my nation. For this reason therefore, I requested to see you
and speak with you, for I am wearing this chain for the sake of the
hope of Israel’” (Acts 28:16-20).
Here is Paul, at the end of his life,
brought prisoner to Rome.
As a Christian, he calls the Jewish leaders of the city to present
himself to them and give a report
of what was going on. He calls them
“brethren” and presents the reason
of his situation as being “for the sake
of the hope of Israel.” This was in-

deed a time when to be part of the
Church was also to be an integrative part of Israel.
Second, the very origin and
meaning of the word “Church” is
Jewish and it is used in the New
Testament to indicate God’s faithfulness and unbroken covenant with
Israel. In the beginning of the Common Era, most Jews who lived in
the Roman Empire spoke Greek,
the international language of the
time. In many Jewish communities
of the diaspora, the reading of the
Torah was done directly from the
Jewish Greek version of the Bible,
called the Septuagint. This usage of
the Greek language in the Jewish
communities of old had a profound
impact on the Jewish culture and
history. The word “Synagogue,” for
example, is Greek, meaning “an assembly” or “a place for an assembly.” The word “Church” also belonged to the Jewish religious universe of the time. In its origin, it
comes from the Greek word
Kuriakon, which means “that which
belongs to the Lord.” However, in
English, “Church” is almost always
used to translate another Greek
word, the word Ecclesia. This word
in the Septuagint was the most common Greek translation for the Hebrew word Qahal (“congregation”),
in reference to the congregation of
the Children of Israel, especially in
the context of the conclusion of the
covenant with God at Sinai. So the
expression Yom haQahal, the “Day
of the Congregation,” refers to the
day when God made a covenant
with Israel at Sinai, and made them
into His holy people. This expression is rendered in the Septuagint
as the Hemera Ecclesia—the “Day
of the Ecclesia,” the “Day of the
Church” (see Deuteronomy 4:10;
9:10; 18:16). Israel, the Covenant
People, was the “Ecclesia of the
Lord” (Deuteronomy 23:1-3, 8).
So, the word “Church,” Ecclesia,
was not something new that Christians invented in order to make
opposition to the Jewish “Synagogue,” indicating thereby that a
new and different religion had appeared. Rather, it was of common
usage in the Jewish circles of the
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time and belonged to the vocabulary of the Synagogue. It was used
in reference to the “congregation”
of those who had the faith of Israel
and were part of the covenant with
God. It was from within such a context that it appears also in the New
Testament. This can be seen in the
words of Jesus at Matthew 18:1517: “If your brother sins against you,
go and show him his fault, just between the two of you. If he listens
to you, you have won your brother
over. But if he will not listen, take
one or two others along, so that ‘every matter may be established by the
testimony of two or three witnesses.’
If he refuses to listen to them, tell it
to the church [Ecclesia]; and if he
refuses to listen even to the church,
treat him as you would a Gentile or
a tax collector.” In these words, Jesus
is speaking from a perspective inside Judaism only the Christian
Church did not exist yet! The
“Church” referred to here is the local Jewish congregation. The procedure follows the Mosaic Law, the
Torah: So that “every matter may
be established by the testimony of
two or three witnesses” (see
Deuteronomy 19:15). The ultimate
outcome, in case of a stubborn attitude, is to consider the wrongdoer
as a Gentile, a “goy,” a tax collector,
someone who does not belong to
the Jewish community anymore.
“Church,” as applied to Israel, is also
the case in the words of Stephen in
Acts 7. While reviewing Israel’s history, Stephen spoke about Moses
who “was in the Church [Ecclesia]
of the desert, with the Angel that
spoke with him on Mount Sinai,
and with our fathers; and he received living words to pass on to us”
(Acts 17:38).
Instead of separation and enmity,
“Israel” and “Church” in the New
Testament speak of unity and love,
and of the faithfulness of God toward His people, in a Divine “mystery” that knows no boundaries.
“This mystery is that through the
gospel the Gentiles are heirs together with Israel, members together of one body, and sharers together in the promise in the Messiah Jesus” (Ephesians 2:11-3:6).

News

From Israel
Amram Elofer
Jerusalem, Israel

Children’s survival marked by
Jewish and Catholic leaders
A commemorative service focusing
on the survival of Jewish children
hidden by the Roman Catholic
Church was held at the Holocaust
Wall of Remembrance on 19 April.
Ursula Korn Selig, who was 13 years
old when she was hidden by a
Catholic priest, was present. A new
Internet site, www.holocaust.com
that provides free access to the Museum of Tolerance On-line Learning
Center, has been launched by the
Simon Wiesenthal Center. Many
thousands of documents and other
educational materials in English,
Hebrew and German have been
made available at the site.

Tombstones from Mount of Olives
found beneath rubbish dump
The Mount of Olives is the oldest
Jewish cemetery in the world and,
according to tradition, is where the
resurrection of the dead will begin.
A group of Jewish residents from the
Old City of Jerusalem recently acquired an aerial photograph of the
Mount of Olives dating from 1930.
The photograph showed hundreds
of Jewish graves where the east
Jerusalem neighborhood of Silwan
now has their rubbish dump. Young

volunteers started digging, much to
the bewilderment of the Arab residents. So far twenty-two tombstones
have been uncovered, some dating
back four hundred years. The grave
of Rav Peleh, a famous rabbi who
lived in Jerusalem in the 18th century, was located and many more
graves are expected to come to light
as work continues.

Christians celebrate Feast of
Tabernacles
At least 2,500 Christians from more
than fifty countries arrived in Jerusalem to join Israelis in celebrating the
week-long Feast of Tabernacles––
Succot. This year marks the 22nd
annual Feast of Tabernacles organized by The Christian Embassy in
Jerusalem. The theme this year was
Arise daughter of Zion. Seminars,
concerts and other activities were attended by large crowds with local
Jerusalemites and Israelis specially
invited. Succot is one of the three
pilgrimage festivals, the other two
being Pesach (Passover) and Shavuot
(Feast of Weeks). Temporary booths
where people live and eat are not
only erected next to private residences but also in public places including hotels. Passers-by were given
an opportunity to make a blessing

while waving the four species etrog
(citron), lulav (palm branch),
hadassim (myrtle branch) and aravot
(willow branch), Levitcus 23:40.
Highlights of the festival included a
concert at Ein Gedi. The rising full
moon enhanced the atmosphere as
the shofar was blown. Thousands
participated in the annual Feast of
Tabernacles March, which took
place in Jerusalem while Tel Aviv celebrated that city’s fourth annual
Love Parade.

Herod’s Palace may have been at the
Tower of David
Much archaeological work has been
done in the area of the Tower of
David, where a fine museum outlining the history of Jerusalem is located. Among remains dating from
many different periods, Israel Antiquities Authority archaeologists sponsored by the Jerusalem Foundation
have uncovered Hasmonean walls.
The walls seem to have supported
the platform of an extremely large
public building, possibly the palace
of King Herod (known as the Great).
This find will be an important addition to the museum’s planned educational center.
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Viewpoint

When the Church Left Israel
John Jovan Markovic
Professor of History

I

t is a sad and tragic
case that today we
speak of Israel and the
Church as two separate entities. In
the aftermath of Jesus’ resurrection,
the first generation of believers did
not see themselves apart from Israel.
In both beliefs and daily practice the
apostles showed thorough
Jewishness. In his letter to the Romans, Paul argues that he and the
believers of both Jewish and nonJewish background are the Israel,
and he warns believers of non-Jewish background not to assume that
they are somehow more privileged
than the Jews who did not accept
Jesus as the Messiah. He also noticed that some were dividing the
community of believers precisely
along those lines. Newly converted
and still deeply influenced by the
habits and customs of their own
respective cultures, the believers of
non-Jewish background were turning Paul’s teachings upside down,
introducing antagonism toward Judaism and everything Jewish, and
deliberately distancing away from
the Law of God, which they rather
saw as the Law of Moses.
Persecutions also contributed to
the growing separation. The Temple
religious establishment pushed the
Christian believers out of Judaism,
while the Roman imperial authorities at both local and imperial levels showed little patience with
movements which were refusing to

worship the imperial cult. The two
Jewish rebellions of 66-70 and 132135 made the things even worse, for
when the Romans turned against
the Jews, many Christians found it
more expedient to distance themselves from their fellow believers of
Jewish origins.
Worse than persecutions was the
gnostic influence which gradually
but surely transformed the thinking, the attitudes, the teachings and
the practices of the believers. We see
the effect and potency of Gnosticism in the works of Marcion (d.
c.160) who denounced the sacredness of the Hebrew Scriptures, attributed the origins of evil to Jewish Jehovah (whom he contrasted
to the Christian God of Love), and
stressed radical discontinuity between Judaism and Christianity. His
“abridged” Scriptures forced the
Church Fathers to undertake the
“rescue” of the Hebrew God and
Scriptures, only to find themselves
in an awkward position of siding
with the Jews for whom they have
already developed repugnance. This
development entailed a formation
and definition of Christian Holy
Scriptures, and necessitated a doctrine that God had rejected the Jews
and had instead made the Church
the guardian of the Truth. The Hebrew Scriptures were “saved,” but
renamed as the Old Testament, and
the Apostolic Writings were elevated
as the New Testament, implying
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that the New supersedes the Old.
With this anti-Jewish attitude, the
Christians launched on a religious
journey of their own without the
Jews, determined to get as far as possible from everything Jewish. Challenged by both Jewish and gnostic
leaders and intellectuals, the Church
Fathers in defense of their beliefs
and practices heavily borrowed from
nonbiblical sources. They came to
believe that the works of Greek and
Hellenistic writers offered answers
to some of their perplexing questions concerning the origins of evil,
the nature of man, the way of salvation, and so forth. In spite of their
spirited defense of Christianity, the
Church leadership, unaware of the
consequences of their actions
brought about the Church to the
point where they perceived themselves as a new entity that replaced
Israel. By the fourth century, the
Christian writers established a
strong tradition of Adversus Judaeos
(Against the Jews).
This hostile attitude toward the
Jews started as early as the first century. The most vicious was the
widely circulated Epistle of
Barnabas. Hostility continued in
the writings of Justin Martyr,
Irenaeus, Tertullian, Origen, and
others as well. John Chrysostom (c.
347-407) took the hatred against
Jewishness to new heights. He viciously turned against not only the
Jews but even the fellow Christians

who still lived according to the
norms and values found in the Holy
Scriptures: the Jewish festivals, the
Sabbath, the kosher diet, and so on.
In his well-attended sermons, John
Chrysostom vowed to fight to the
end and eliminate all those who
claimed to be Christians yet still
lived like Jews. The impact John
Chrysostom and the likes of him left
on their and future generations was
enormous and manifold. For one,
the persecution of the Jews and the
heretics (regardless of the fact that
some “heretical” groups were much
closer to the biblical teachings than
John Chrysostom and his contemporaries) was theologically justified. On a moral level, it provided
a license to greedy neighbors to destroy and seize the property of the
Jews and the “heretics.” More
important, however, John
Chrysostom’s sermons finally defined and canonized the notion
that Christians are completely different from Jews, that the more one
is purged from Jewishness, the
more Christian one is.
The widely acclaimed Edict of
Milan (313), by which Emperor
Constantine ended the vicious persecution of the Christians, was yet
another step in taking the Church
further away from Israel. The promulgation of the Edict was taken by
Christians as the act of God, and
from that point on Constantine was
hailed as the champion of Christianity. Few were, and still are, aware of
the consequences of Constantine’s
imperial policy concerning the
Church. Talk about Constantine’s
conversion is more wishful thinking
on the part of Christians than a reality. Constantine’s behavior was deceptive. His objective was not to become one of the Christian believers,
but to bring political and social cohesiveness to the empire which previous Emperors Diocletian and
Galerius attempted through systematic persecution of Christianity but
failed to achieve. Instead of searching for the Christians and destroying them, Constantine gave them
freedom but then began to fuse them
with the rest of population. Although
his decrees seemingly favored Christianity, they were for all practical purposes enforcing a propagan way of
life. In both the Donatist affair (a

John Chrysostom’s sermons finally defined and
canonized the notion that one becomes more
Christian the more one is purged from Jewishness.
dispute among the Christian factions
over the legitimacy of the appointment of Bishop Caecilian) and, especially, at the Council of Nicea (a
theological dispute among the Christians over the nature of Jesus Christ),
Constantine showed his main concern, the unity among the Christian
leaders whom the Christian masses
followed. The dispute over the nature of Jesus was more of a philosophical and theological character
concocted by the Christians themselves as they entangled in gnosticlike attempts to explain and define
the character of Jesus Christ, and
Constantine had no expertise in theology nor interest to seek the “truth”
about the Christian God. He pursued a united religious front. Those
who opposed him he exiled, but he
was always ready to recall them if they
have showed will to compromise.
Constantine issued several decrees to
enforce his imperial policies, and
what is of significance to notice is that
the Christian leaders were indifferent to Constantine’s decrees which
directly contradicted the Law of
God—for example, his legislation of
March 7, 321 to worship on the day
of the sun, the first day of the week
as opposed to the Sabbath, the seventh day of the week. Also, no one
opposed him for introducing the
cross as a new symbol of Christianity. Previously a hated instrument for
punishment of criminals, the cross
was now being made into the instrument of salvation and the object of
veneration and worship. When
Theodosius I in 381 declared Christianity the official religion of the
Empire, the church was even more
emboldened against its enemies, the
Jews in particular. The Church now
began to turn against the Jews with
greater determination, and physical
destruction of Jewish properties and
persons ensued. Decrees and laws
against the Jews and Judaism followed, most of them found in the
Codes of Theodosian (438) and Justinian (533). It did not take long for
the Church leaders to inspire, and

even initiate, laws against Judaism.
Long before the infamous Inquisition of the fifteenth century, the
clergy also inspired the Visigothic
Code (649-654), a code which legitimized one of the worst persecutions on the Iberian peninsula, with
an objective to completely wipe out
Judaism in the Visigothic Kingdom.
The code also provided “spiritual”
guidance to the clergy as they were
advising the medieval kings in drafting laws for their respective kingdoms.
By the thirteenth century the
Church scarcely resembled the Kingdom of God spoken of in the Gospels. By then, it acquired such enormous political powers as to be able
to dictate European politics and
transformed itself into an imperial
Church. The Church claimed she
alone has authority in matters of
doctrine, salvation, politics, and life
in general, in direct opposition to the
gospel teachings. The Reformers
took upon themselves a task to reform the Church and bring her
around to the original teachings.
Whatever changes the Reformation
brought about, however, it could not
undo the centuries-long attitude
against Jewishness and the Law of
God. The impact of the choices
made earlier by the early Church
Fathers necessitated new choices to
justify the earlier ones. The old attitudes and deeply held habits were
difficult to overcome.
Starting in the fourth century, the
Church was defining and shaping
society, and greatly contributed to the
making of Western Civilization. It,
however, failed in its own purpose,
and is greatly responsible for the horrors since the Middle Ages. The
modern world which decided to go
forward without Christianity failed
to achieve better results. The current
spiritual confusion only reflects the
failures of the past. A growing number among Christians, however, is becoming more aware that the Church
ought to return to its original roots.
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Viewpoint

Guidelines for the Jewish-Christian
Encounter
The duty of both Jews and Christians is here delineated to make this encounter not merely
possible but also fruitful.
Jacques B. Doukhan

T

he Jewish-Christian
encounter requires
more than just goodwill. The first duty of both parties is to strive to eliminate prejudice and hatred. This is needed
not only for obvious human and
psychological reasons. This is essentially a religious duty. For as
Jules Isaac put it, “The antiSemitism of Christians and the
anti-Christianity of Jews are
equally an insult to God.”1

The Duty of Christians
First of all, Christians are dutybound to recognize the existence
and the horror of anti-Semitism
and to measure the weight of its
dire consequences.
They should not be hasty to
accuse the Jews; rather, let them
look at themselves carefully to see
if, perchance, the faults they
think to see in the Jews are not
also, or rather, in them! Psychologically speaking, one often is

quick to make a personal scapegoat of a Jew. The psychiatrist
Baruk pointed out that some
want to “heap on the Jew their
hatred—even the worst of hatreds, the one in which they mask
self-hatred.”2
Christians should not deceive
themselves about the nature of
their feelings when they take up
the noble cause of politics, espe-

“The anti–Semitism
of Christians and the
anti-Christianity of
Jews are equally an
insult to God.”—
Jules Isaac.
cially in regard to the State of Israel. If it is no longer fashionable
today after Auschwitz to be anti-
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Semitic, one can on the other
hand vent one’s anti-Semitic hatred under the pretext of justice.
Basically, the Christian must
begin with a goodwill effort. Admission of the evil is halfway to
success.
Language and vocabulary need
to be changed, for language exercises a strong influence on
thought. To be more specific, the
Christian should adopt a new
language in which the word Jew
is not automatically synonymous
with legalism, usury, avarice,
double-dealing, and business
cunning. We should refrain from
all generalizations, such as “the
Jews are like that,” “that is typically Jewish,” “what else would
you expect from a Jew,” or, paradoxically, “I love the Jews.” These
and similar expressions reveal
prejudice.
Christians must dedicate
themselves to this personal revolution—to this linguistic purifi-

cation. These apparently innocent
words imply, consciously or unconsciously, the poison of antiSemitism. Without exaggeration,
these simple words are proof that
Christians have not yet resolved
within themselves the problem we
are talking about.
But there is a greater reason for
abandoning these expressions: they
simply are not true! Such expressions are nothing less than slanderous. Their use blocks any possibility of communication between Jew
and Christian.
It will not suffice, of course,
merely to abstain from using such

derstanding of scriptural passages
that seemed to justify their prejudices. So often, personal defects
rest on a false reading of Scripture.
Thus the Word of God is recreated
in the reader’s own image. This is
a fatal and dangerous practice. The
shadows cast by such interpretations outline the fires of death at
the persecutor’s stake.
Christians must recognize once
and for all, as did Vatican II, that
it is “a theological, historical, and
juridical error to hold the Jewish
people responsible for the suffering and death of Jesus Christ.”3
And after all, is it not nonsense

Admission of the evil is halfway to success.
words in the presence of Jews. One
must learn self-control in their absence! The goal is not just to please
the Jews, but to insure one’s own
well-being. Anti-Semitism is a disease of the mind. By curing oneself of it one achieves a certain
mental purity. Even a certain control of the subconscious is essential to this detoxification.
This personal revolution goes
beyond mere expressions; it concerns the thought process. Christians will want to shed all their
prejudices. At the very first indication of a suspicious reaction, they
will say to themselves: “That is
false!” And they will chase the
thought far from them—their reason, their understanding, their
knowledge will help them to do
this.
Christians will therefore not remain barricaded in an obscurantism worthy of the Dark Ages.
They will read and study the Old
Testament and the Jewish tradition. They will exercise care over
educational systems and teaching.
Here especially they will engage in
a task fully worthy of their faith.
By exorcising the demon of discrimination and intolerance that
might be lodged within the heart
of the child, they are fulfilling a
divine trust. They no longer will
linger with complicity in a misun-

and contradictory to call oneself a
Christian while nurturing—consciously or unconsciously—antiSemitic sentiments? Face-to-face
with every Christian stand Yeshua,
Mary his mother, his disciples, and
the Bible—and all were Jewish. In
fact, “salvation is from the Jews”
(John 4:22).
The Duty of Jews
Two dangers lie in wait for the
Jews. Tormented by anti-Semitism,
Jews can be tempted to engage in
self-destruction.4 But they must
not renounce their essential identity and their original roots. Nei-

Is it not nonsense and
contradictory to call
oneself a Christian
while nurturing—
consciously or
unconsciously—antiSemitic sentiments?
ther should they find it necessary
to seek assimilation, even conversion, in order to merge with the
majority to achieve success.
Nor must the Jews hide their
origin, as one would an unsightly

blemish. To do so would provide
some justification for the antiSemite.
Jews must be careful not to consider themselves to be what the legend has made them out to be: cunning, dishonest, and a lover of
money. Let them understand that
there is no such thing as a Jewish
race, and that there is therefore no
other reason for them to believe
themselves inferior or superior
“biologically” to others. It would
be perverse for the Jews to transform into truth the prejudices of
the civilization that surrounds
them.
Above all, Jews should not remain ignorant regarding their own
culture; they should fully appreciate their value and particular genius and be proud of being Jews.
The aggressions of which Jews
daily are victims, the horrible history of which they are constantly
mindful, can provoke disproportionate reaction. Jews tend to overreact,5 falling into the opposite extreme of rejecting nervously and
systematically everything that approaches them from the other side.
Jews should never become aggressive toward the Christian who
begins a discussion with them.
They must cease to discover antiSemitism on every hand. To be
sure, the phenomenon is so frequent that Jews, who really are the
only ones who can see it, are
tempted to believe in its omnipresence. But such an attitude exasperates the Christian of goodwill and
discourages dialogue.
Jews must find tolerance in their
heart for the Christian—even for
the converted Jew. We are thinking especially of the convert’s situation in a Jewish milieu, in Israel.
Jews must not allow themselves to
fall into the same misconceptions
that have caused their own torture
for centuries. Jews must admit that
another Jew may think differently
from them, even so far as to believe in Yeshua. Christian Jews
must still be considered full brothers, worthy of esteem, even though
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Jews must admit that
another Jew may
think differently from
them, even so far as
to believe in Yeshua.
they may be hard to understand.
Jews will be further obligated
to guard themselves from any disrespect for Christian culture and
truth when they are sound and
just. In fact, Jews should become
informed by reading and objectively studying the New Testament as another fruit of Israel’s
genius, which it is.
Jews must not allow themselves to be carried off by blind
reaction; rather, the wise do well
to take advantage of values wherever found, despite any distaste
that might be inspired by the
truth-bearer.
Without question, the task is
far from easy; indeed, it must be
considered beyond human
strength. It consists in responding to hatred with love, to scorn
with attentiveness. So the great
Rabbi Nathan taught, “Who is
strong? He who converts an enemy into a friend.”6
In Search of a Dialogue
When one becomes aware of all
the obstacles, one is tempted to
settle for pessimism or for a superficial, noncommittal encounter. And this is why we must now
stake out a path toward authentic dialogue.
Liberty. The Jew and the
Christian who make a decision to
start on this difficult path must
refrain totally from passing judgment on the other, from enclosing one or the other within biological, psychological, or theological definitions and labels.
Each must enjoy perfect liberty.
To box up another in rigid formulations, expressed or not, is to
compromise in advance any pos-

sibility of understanding. To a
certain extent the Christian
should forget that he/she is involved with a Jew, and conversely; otherwise each will feel
compelled to play a role, to defend their group position, in
which case the idea of dialogue
and honest inquir y will be
warped at the outset.
The Risk. However well-intentioned the partners to dialogue
may be, the encounter can end
in failure when both are content
simply to present two different
points of view—when each one

The dialogue table
must be approached
to learn rather than
to teach.
brings one’s own program, one’s
particular truth. If at the end of
the discussions both have remained essentially on their original positions, if nothing has
changed in them to turn them
around, proof there is that the
dialogue has not even started.
Both must be ready to accept a
risk—the risk of understanding
that one was wrong. Both must
believe that each has something
important to learn from the
other, something that might
bring into question the thought
systems and destinies involved.
The dialogue table must be ap-

Dialogue is not
compromise.
proached to learn rather than to
teach.
He who pretends to be rich
and in need of nothing is condemned in prophetic terms to be
“wretched, pitiable, poor, blind,
and naked” (Revelation 3:17).
Dialogue is not compromise,
either. It does not mean mutual
agreement in order to be cordial
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and agreeable or to compensate,
so to speak, for bitter altercations
in the past. Both must, while remaining open-minded, stand
firm for the right without easily
bending for reasons other than
truth.
A Common Norm. Finally,
there should be adopted a “common value” to which both can
refer throughout the discussion.
Albert Camus poses this principle
as a sine qua non of all human reconciliation. Writes Camus: “If
men cannot refer to a common
value recognized by all in each
one, then man is incomprehensible to man.”7
For our purposes, the norm
would be spiritual in character,
implying the element of divine
revelation. Is not the purpose of
the vertical relationship to make
more effective this horizontal relationship?
On the basis of this path,
which we scarcely have outlined,
one can look forward with excitement and hope. Victory will be
difficult and perhaps infrequent;
but the effort will be worthwhile,
for as Martin Buber writes: “All
actual life is encounter.”8 In this
area of Judeo-Christian reconciliation, the terrain is virtually virgin territory, awaiting exploration. This is nothing short of a
challenge to history, a wager on
man and on the power of God.
1
Jules Isaac, Jésus et Israël (Paris:
Fasquelle, 1959), p. 558.
2
E. Amado Lévi-Valensi, La Racine
et la Source, p. 21. (Cf. R. Loewenstein,
Psychanalyse de l’Antisémitisme.)
3
Nostra Aetate 4, 2b.
4
Cf. E. Amado Lévi-Valensi, p. 24.
5
Cf. ibid., p. 24.
6
Aboth-de-Rabbi Nathan, p. 23.
7
L’homme révolté, p. 39.
8
Martin Buber, I and Thou, trans.
with prologue and notes by Walter
Kaufmann (New York: Scribner, 1970),
p. 62.

Viewpoint

Yeshua, the Ecclesia and . . .
Auschwitz
Clifford Goldstein

I

t was a funny feeling. Well, not quite
funny (nothing’s
funny about Auschwitz). Uncomfortable, that’s a better word. Or
maybe even that’s too weak, too
flaccid, to explain.
To explain what? My feelings
as a Jew—who lost Polish relatives in the gas chambers—
preaching in a church within
twenty miles of those gas chambers, that’s what. Or let me be
more precise. As a Jew who believes in Jesus preaching in a
church within twenty miles of
those gas chambers.
As I stood behind the pulpit,
I told the congregation just how
uncomfortable I felt preaching
about this same Jesus whom
many of those who murdered my
people believed in too. The irony
was painful: a Jew, who believes
in Jesus, preaching to Gentiles
who believed in Jesus, while not
far away and not that long ago
many Gentiles who also believed

in the same Jesus, who might
have even “worshiped” in the
church that I now stood in, were
stuffing Jews in gas chambers and
then burning their bodies in ovens?

It’s only be separating
the Yeshua of Eretz
Yisrael from the
Ecclesia that I have
been able to believe
in him.
Talk about a dilemma.
And my dilemma is this, to
believe in Jesus as the Messiah,
and yet have nothing but disrespect, even outright disdain, for
the church that has professed his
name for almost 1500 years. It’s
hard to image a Jew, any Jew, be-

liever in Jesus or no believer, feeling differently. Jesus is one thing;
individual Christians throughout
history are one thing: but the
church and institutions that have
carried his name are another
thing, completely.
I have learned to make the distinction, that is, between Jesus
and the organizations that have
identified themselves by him. I’ve
had to. If not, how could I profess his name without somehow
validating the abominations that
have attended it? It’s only by
separating the Yeshua of Eretz
Yisrael from the Ecclesia that I
have been able to believe in him
and his redemptive act. This is
Occam’s Razor cutting to the
bone.
Of course, the claims of antiSemitism in the New Testament
are ludicrous. The criteria used
to judge the Greek Scriptures
anti-Semitic would, if applied to
them, put the Hebrew prophets
in the same class as Julius
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Streicher, Joseph Goebbels, Martin Luther, and so forth. If John,
Jesus, and Paul are anti-Semites,
then so are Isaiah, Malachi, and
Jeremiah.
But there’s no denying that the
church, founded upon those
writings, that of the New Testament, has been a septic font of
anti-Semitism for centuries.
What did those Gentiles who
believed in Jesus learn in Sunday
School that allowed them to
murder Jews? What did their
preachers, priests, and teachers
tell them? How did they interpret
the writings and saying of Jews
like Jesus, Paul, Peter, and Mark
in order to justify burning their
children centuries later? What
kind of exegesis led to Auschwitz?
The question that needs to be
asked is this: why has corporate

Christianity tended to produce
corporate wretches? It’s one thing
to have vile folks walk into a
church (that’s expected); but to
have them leave worse because
their villainy’s now absolved by a
conscience confirmed in the certainty of terminal truth? How
does one explain those who have
murdered, raped, and pillaged in
the name of Jesus? Or what about
those God-fearing, church-going
Protestants in the American south
who loved the Lord Jesus but
wouldn’t share their toilets with
a Black? Or the folks who shoved
Jews in gas chambers on Monday
through Saturday but rested from
their works on Sunday? From the
Crusades to the Inquisition, from
the Ku Klux Klan to the most Orthodox fascists, why has corporate
Christianity provided the vehicle,

the incentive, and the rationale
for so much evil? And why has
much of what’s been noxious
been nurtured in the cold, lurid
womb of the church, which
served for centuries as the intellectual, cultural and moral dungeon of the West?
Good questions, all. And
though they always linger in my
mind, how could they not come
to the forefront as I stood in a
church and preached about Jesus
. . . Auschwitz less than a halfhour drive away?

The Two Garments
A Midrash
Rabbi Yudan in the name of R. Schmuel b. R. Nehemiah said:
“The matter may be compared to a king who had an undergarment.
He instructed his servant: ‘Fold it, shake it out, be careful about it.’
The servant said: ‘My lord, O King, among all the garments that you
have, why do you give such special instructions only about this one?’
The king answered: ‘It is because this is the one that I keep closest to
my body.’”
Rabbi R. Abin said: “The matter may also be compared to a
king who had a purple cloak. He instructed his servant, saying: ‘Fold
it, shake it out, be careful about it.’ The servant said: ‘My lord, O
King, among all the garments that you have, why are you so concerned
about this one?’ The king answered: ‘That is the one that I wear on
my coronation day.’” (Levit. R. II: IV)
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Jewish Thought

Ruth or the Destiny of the Church
A. Hadas
Graduate Student in Philosophy

I

n the days when the
judges ruled, there was
a famine in the land.
And a man from Bethlehem in Judah,
together with his wife and two sons,
went to live for a while in the country
of Moab. The man’s name was
Elimelech, and his wife’s name
Naomi.
Now Elimelech, Naomi’s husband,
died; and she was left with her two
sons. They married Moabite women,
one named Orpah and the other Ruth.
So begins the story of Ruth. The
story of a Moabite girl who converted to the religion of Israel. But
the story has further reaches than
the plight of a penniless widow. The
story of Ruth says more than it says.
Each of the actors in the story signifies more than him or herself. A
spiritual reading of the text discovers there the story of Israel, its
diaspora, and its return from exile.
It is a messianic tale. The text is
laden with messianic allusions:
Bethlehem, the mention of the goel
(redemptor), the genealogy of
David. But Israel does not return
alone.
Our reading will use the hermeneutical approach called the remez.
The remez is an attempt to read in
between the lines. The remez postulates that the words in the Bible,
because they were spoken by God,

are never exhaustive. Each word, because it is from God, therefore carries infinite depth. Each word is
laden wit meaning and signification—it points to more than itself.
Each word thus has a history, and
conveys multiple associations. Between the lines of the story of Ruth,
the Moabite, we may therefore read
the history of the Jews, of their
troubles, of their allies and of their
enemies. But again, this history of
the Jews seems tied up with the destinies of two non-Jewish women:
Orpah and Ruth.
The Actors Unmasked
The story begins in Bethlehem,
which means literally the house of
bread. The story begins in a place
reputed for its bread and yet it is
suffering a famine. Wheat is a
leitmotif in the story of Ruth. Later,
when she returns with Naomi, she
is gleaning in the fields of wheat. In
Jewish tradition, wheat symbolizes
the Torah, the word of God. In the
book of Deuteronomy, the two
terms are coupled: “man does not
live on bread alone but on every
word that comes from the mouth
of God” (Deuteronomy 8:3). The
book of Ruth is after all read during Shavuoth, when we celebrate the
gift of Torah. We can thus easily
identify Bethlehem, house of bread,

with the land of Israel, home of the
Torah.
In Bethlehem lived a man called
Elimelech and his wife. The land is
barren, so they leave the land and
settle in Moab. There, Elimelech
dies and his wife is left alone. Odd
couple. Whose destinies does their
story dissimulate? One may first recall that Elimelech means literally
“my God is King.” In the name
Elimelech we thus read one of the
names of God. The name of
Elimelech contains an allusion to
God. We thus read instead of
Elimelech, God. It is God who goes
into exile, it is God who dies. The
dispersion of the people of God,
their humiliation and persecution,
is a form of death for God. When
the people of God are in danger,
God Himself is in danger.
But who is then Naomi? Naomi
is the bride of God, the chosen of
God. She stands for the people of
Israel as is said in the book of Isaiah:
“A bridegroom rejoices over his
bride, so will your God rejoice over
you” (Isaiah 62:5). We recall furthermore the traditional interpretation
of the Song of Songs as a story not
only between a lover and his beloved
but also between God and His
people. We have thus read of
Elimelech and his wife, by searching the histories and ramifications
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of their names according to the
remez hermeneutic approach, the
exile of God and of His people, the
diaspora. But the story continues.
The famine ends, and Naomi, alias
the people of Israel, prepares to return home. But she is not alone.
Here the story introduces two
new protagonists: Orpah and Ruth.
Who are they? And what do their
names hide? We first know that they
are not Jewish. They situate themselves on the contrary to the antipodes of Judaism, as is said: “no Ammonite or Moabite or any of his descendants may enter the assembly
of the Lord, even down the tenth
generation” (Deuteronomy 23:3).
Of foreign origin, they present the
goyim, that is the nations that are
outside of Israel. When Naomi returns, Orpah stays behind, but Ruth
follows her. But what is this return?

with meaning. It is the word that is
used to describe the relationship
between a man and his wife: “for this
reason a man will leave his father and
mother and be united (dvekut) with
his wife, and they will become one
flesh” (Genesis 2:24). The relationship is here very different from mere
spiritual sympathy. To become one
flesh with a people implies becoming one with the people of Israel,
sharing in not only the spiritual heritage, but also in the physical life.
Orpah, on the other hand, turns
away. Her name means literally
“neck, back.” She is the one that
turns her back on Israel. Ruth thus
represents those individuals who,
although they do not belong to Israel, choose to “cleave” to it. She is a
graft on the olive tree that symbolizes Israel, as is said: “you, though a
wild olive shoot, have been grafted

The encounter with the people of God
must precede the encounter with God.
Where in the history of the Jews is
such a return mentioned? The return of Israel from exile is mentioned throughout the book of
Isaiah. “I took you from the ends of
the earth, from its farthest corner I
called you” (Isaiah 41:9); “I will
bring your children from the East
and gather you from the West”
(43:5); “who says of Jerusalem, it
shall be inhabited, of the towns of
Judah, they shall be built” (44:26);
etc. It is a time which is referred to
in Jewish tradition as a messianic
era, because Israel shall again live in
the land of bread, because the famine, the spiritual famine brought
about by the diaspora, shall be
ended. The return of Naomi points
to the return of the people of Israel
from exile. But the people of Israel
do not go back alone: “The sovereign Lord declares, he who gathers
the exiles of Israel: I will gather still
others to them besides those already
gathered” (56:8).
Ruth’s Choice
It is these others that the figure of
Ruth stands for in our story, for she
“cleaves” to Naomi (Ruth 1:14; “to
cling” in the NIV). The word
“cleave” (dvekut), is a term charged

in among the others and now share
in the nourishing sap from the olive
root” (Romans 11:17). The figure
of Ruth may thus signify the wild
olive shoot of Christianity, grafted
onto the root of Israel. The destiny
of Ruth mirrors thus the destiny of
the Church.
But let us take a closer look at
Ruth’s conversion (tshuvah; Ruth
1:22): “where you will go I will go,
and where you will stay I will stay.
Your people will be my people and
your God will be my God” (1:16):
She adds, “where you die I will die,
and there will I be buried” (1:17).
“Where you will go I will go.” The
verb used here, in Hebrew halach,
is of the same root as the Hebrew
word for law, halacha. There is here
an allusion to the law. In converting, Ruth evokes the law, the
mitzvoth (commandments), that
will guide her steps, as is said:
“blessed are they who keep His precepts . . . they walk in His ways”
(Psalm 119:2, 3). “Your people will
be my people and your God will be
my God.” Interestingly, Ruth mentions the people of Israel before
mentioning God. Only after one has
adhered or “cleaved” to the people
of God can one hope to “cleave” to
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God. The encounter with the
people of God must precede the encounter with God. Again, the reference to Israel as a people, and not
as a spiritual entity, is highlighted.
Likewise, the conversion process is
not at all a mere “spiritual” experience. It implies the concrete observance of laws and commandments.
But why must one pass through the
law and the people of Israel to encounter this God? Simply because
without this law which discloses
God’s will on earth and without the
people whom He chose to represent
Him, there is no God. There is thus
a theurgical power of the mitzvoth.
To do God’s will is to make Him
present in the world. Without the
commandments, without the
people of Israel, there is no evidence,
no sign of God. God is dead.
However, the conversion process
does not stop there. It is not enough
to believe. One cannot survive from
a belief. One needs real food. Ruth,
after her conversion, was as poor as
before. There was no magical transformation of her condition. She still
had to go out and glean after the
harvesters. Likewise, the conversion
process is not enough. One needs
to go to study. The wheat, as we already established, alludes to the
Torah. Like Ruth, the Church needs
to learn to glean after those who
know, the harvesters. A lesson of
humility for her who for so long
switched the roles, who considered
herself a harvester.
Israel and the Church
The story of Ruth, through the
riches and polysemy of its language,
can thus be read spiritually as the
story of Israel and the Church: of
Israel’s return from exile, of its redemption. But Israel’s return is not
a family affair. It is linked to the
destinies of two woman: Orpah, she
who turns away, and Ruth, she who
cleaves to. A cleaving which entails
more than just a spiritual affiliation.
The one who seeks God must first
seek out the people of Israel and
bind himself or herself to them. The
one who seeks God must first seek
after the word of God and perform
the mitzvoth that disclose God on
earth. Only then may he or she utter “and your God will be my God.”

Recent Books
A Rabbi Talks with Jesus
Jacob Neusner
McGill-Queen’s University Press,
2000
161 pp., $17.95
Just after hearing Jesus’ Sermon on
the Mount a rabbi approaches Jesus of
Nazareth and engages him in a civil and
honest debate. Neusner imagines such
a vivid conversation, and by doing it
pursues the question how far the Jewish
and the Christian faith differ markedly
from each other. The issues which arise
in the discussion include the Torah, specifically the Ten Commandments, family bonds, the Sabbath, being holy and perfect in daily life,
and the meaning of Israel. Being loyal to his own position, Neusner
listens and argues, and precisely analyzes and ponders the meaning of
what Jesus said. Through this hypothetical dialogue Neusner explains
why the Sermon of the Mount would not have convinced him to become a disciple of Jesus and why he would have continued to follow
the teachings of Moses. And he is also very clear why his dissent would
not leave him dishonoring or without respect for Jesus. Not only the
specific genre in which Neusner clothes the spiritual journey, but also
the depth and clarity of his presentation are highly stimulating and
make this book a “minor classic” (Donald Harman Akenson).
Christian-Jewish Relations through
the Centuries
Stanley E. Porter & Brook W. R.
Pearson, eds.
Sheffield Academic Press, 2000
503 pp., $95.00
The 23 well-researched papers in
this volume, which were presented in
1999 in a conference on Christian-Jewish relations through the centuries, address a number of the major questions
that have been at the heart and the periphery of these tenuous relations
through the years. It is refreshing to see the different viewpoints taken
in the discussion. Since the contributors come from different backgrounds—Jewish as well as non-Jewish, Christian as well as non-Christian—they deal with the specific issues from a variety of approaches
and perspectives. Such a diversity guarantees fresh insights and interesting reading.
The essays are presented in two major sections: The first focuses
on Jewish-Christian relations in the ancient world (12 essays), the second on these relations in our own time (11 essays). Among those in
the first section are papers on the root causes of the Jewish-Christian
rift and how the Christian-Jewish split was understood in that time.
Two papers shed light on the “parting of the ways” by investigating

aspects of Christian Christology. Others focus on the issues connected
with the New Testament and its Jewish background (e.g., “Was Paul a
good Jew?”) and on some of the developments of relations in the late
antiquity. The essays in the second section deal with arts and philosophical and theological perspectives in Jewish-Christian relations in
the modern world, and with the impact of the Holocaust on this discussion. In the last two papers, the sense and role of mission in Judaism and Christianity is compared and a strong call is given for the
teaching of Judaism in schools.
The editors have to be congratulated for bringing together these
fine contributions to the ever-increasing dialogue between Christians
and Jews.
Christianity in Jewish Terms
Tikva Frymer-Kenski et al., eds.
Westview Press, 2000
438 pp., $30.00
This excellent collection of essays
should generate new conversations
within the Jewish community and between the Jewish and Christian communities. The essays attempt to provide a Jewish theological response to
the unprecedented shift in JewishChristian relations in recent decades
and the profound changes that have
taken place in Christian attitudes toward Jews. Two main questions
are addressed: What may Jews say about Christianity? and how can
the understanding of Judaism be renewed today?
In the central ten chapters these questions are considered in relation to specific themes: God, Scripture, commandment, Israel, worship, suffering, incarnation, redemption, sin and repentance, and image of God. Each chapter consists of three essays. In the first essay, a
Jewish scholar explores a specific area of Jewish theological tradition
and shows how to understand the corresponding set of Christian beliefs in the light of Judaism. Then, another Jewish and a Christian
scholar respond and offer their perspectives on the topic.
The main parts are preceded by reflections on what to seek and
what to avoid in Jewish-Christian dialogue, by a chapter on Christian-Jewish interactions over the ages, and by two essays on JewishChristian relations and theology after the Holocaust. Also included is
a public statement of how Jews should begin to learn about Christianity and to understand Christianity in Jewish terms (published in September 2000 in the New York Times and other newspapers). Possible
ways for the future Jewish-Christian dialogue conclude a thought-provoking book for both Jews and Christians.
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Constantine’s Sword
James Carroll
Houghton Mifflin Company, 2001
756 pp., $28.00
Constantine’s Sword traces the twothousand-year history of the Church’s
conflict with Judaism. But it is not simply a history of the Church and the
Jews. As well-known storyteller and
memorist, Carroll weaves historical research through an intensely personal examination of conscience. Initiated by
the cross at Auschwitz, he reconstructs
the dramatic story from New Testament origins of Jew hatred, to
Constantine’s transformation of the cross into a sword, to crusades
and inquisition, to modern anti-Semitism; always with a keen eye for
the relevant details. Carroll concludes with a bold, fifty-page “Call for
Vatican III” in which he challenges the Church to face the past in full,
to rethink the deepest questions of Christian faith, and to fundamentally revise the Church’s attitude toward Jews—including the consequences for the cross at Auschwitz. The book is certainly worth its
praise: It “demonstrates empathy and compassion for both sides”
(Susannah Heschel) and is “written at levels of understanding and with
clarity of insights rarely—if ever—reached in telling of this painful
story” (Krister Stendahl).
God, Israel, and the Gentiles
Johann D. Kim
Society of Biblical Literature, 2000
178 pp., $45.00
Romans 9-11 is a pivotal text for
the understanding of the relationship
between the newly evolving Christian
group and Judaism. Because of its importance and difficulties, this text “has
become an exegetical and theological
battle ground in recent years” (p. 5).
In this dissertation, Kim analyzes Paul’s
rhetoric and situation in Romans 9-11
in order to advance our understanding
of these chapters. He starts by presenting an overview of the research and specifies the need for a fresh approach which pays close attention to the rhetorical situation. After
exploring the relationship between the historical situation and the rhetorical situation, Kim explains the rhetorical situation of the book of
Romans as a whole—a necessary background before focusing on the
text in Romans 9-11. He then answers the questions how the speaker
Paul is presented in Romans 9-11 (“as a thoroughly Jewish person who
is deadly earnest for the salvation of his kinsfolk”), who Paul’s rhetorical audience is (“Gentile Christians in the Roman church”), what question Paul is addressing (“the question of God’s faithfulness and trustworthiness”) and how this unit fits into the context of the whole book.
Finally, Kim presents his rhetorical analysis of Romans 9-11. Paul’s
argumentative flow is closely followed and explained. For Kim, Paul
argues that the word of God has not failed and that God is faithful
toward Israel regarding her salvation while at the same time the Gentile’s
trust in God would be assured. Kim’s work, especially his rhetorical
analysis of Romans 9-11, is worth the careful attention of anyone who
wants to come to grips with what Paul really says in this fundamental
text for Jewish and Christian relations.
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Has God Only One Blessing?
Mary C. Boys
Paulist Press, 2000
393 pp., $29.95
Having been actively involved in the
dialogue with Jews over more than
twenty years, Boys challenges Christians
to reflect on the conception of Judaism
implicit in their own understanding of
Christianity. First, she recounts three
exemplary stories from the history of
Christianity which show how Christians have understood themselves in relationship to Jews: Jews need to be converted, Scripture used for invalidating Judaism, and the classical pair Synagoga and Ecclesia. She
then traces the history of Jewish and Christian relations throughout
the centuries. At the heart of the book is the suggestion of a new “story
line,” an alternative account of Christian origins which takes into consideration the context of the Jewish world from which the Christian
church emerged. Against this new story line, Boys deals with three
crucial issues in the church today: how to interpret Scripture (authentic interpretation), how to worship as a community of faith (liturgy
beyond supersessionism), and how to employ symbols (the appropriate use of the cross). Then, she surveys some recent Christian statements on the relationship with Jews and Judaism and finally challenges
Christians to rework their self-understanding in light of the JewishChristian dialogue which sums up in a call for Christian conversion
toward a “lifelong process of deepening in integrity and authenticity.”
Who Was Jesus?
Paul Copan & Craig A. Evans, eds.
Westminster John Knox Press, 2001
205 pp., $24.95
Who was Jesus? hinges on the
friendly and refreshingly candid dialogue on the question of Jesus between
Jewish New Testament scholar Peter
Zaas and Christian theologian William
Craig. Their “debate” consists of the
initial presentations by Zaas and Craig,
their interactive discussion and a questions and answers session with both.
The dialogue raises a number of issues
at the very heart of Jewish-Christian discussion: Who was Jesus? What
were his aims? Why did he die? Does his resurrection make a difference? Who is a Jew? Can a Jew be a Christian? Is the term “Jewish
Christian” self-contradictory? Is Christianity inherently anti-Semitic?
Who was Jesus? also includes first-class responses to the Zaas-Craig
dialogue and reflections on Jesus and Jewishness by seven scholars,
two of them Jewish. These essays try to give answers to the questions
raised by the dialogue. They pinpoint “the essential issues with which
Jews and Christian must grapple if understanding is to grow” and show
that one needs to know accurately and fairly what Judaism and Christianity is all about before one disagrees with aspects and beliefs of the
one or the other (p. 172).
Here is a fascinating and informative read for all who want to delve
into the differing historical assessments of Jesus of Nazareth by Jews
and Christians and who desire to wrestle with the implications for
Jewish-Christian relations.
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“Doukhan not only distills a
generation of scholarship to
provide the reader with the best
short introduction to JewishChristian relations available
today, but also provides
numerous quite challenging new
perspectives that will make it
fascinating for veterans of the
dialogue as well as beginners. An
instant classic.”
Dr. Eugene J. Fisher, Associate
Director,
Secretariat
for
Ecumenical and Interreligious
Affairs, U.S. Conference of
Catholic Bishops
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A Word from Jacques Doukhan
“It is the Jewish-Christian tension which I bear in my flesh and in my intellectual and spiritual life that has
given birth to this book. I have therefore set my questions straight: Were Jesus and Moses indeed
irreconcilable? Are our theological and historical clichés correct? Did the Jews reject Jesus? Did Jesus
reject Moses? What propelled the Christian “Church” beyond the borders of Israel? Why did Christianity
become a non-Jewish religion? And at last, the ultimate question: After 2000 years of sad history and after
the Holocaust, Is Jewish-Christian reconciliation still possible?” To these questions the author gives unusual
answers that will challenge the received wisdom and break new ground in this 2000-year-old conflict.
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A Declaration on the Relationship between Christians and Jews
1. The Evangelical Synod of Baden obeys the command of history to gain, in conformity
with biblical teaching, a new relationship of the Church towards the Jewish people. Throughout the centuries, Christian theology, Church preaching, instruction and Church action were
vitiated by the idea that the Jewish people were rejected by God. This Christian anti-Judaism
became one of the roots of antisemitism. Accordingly we, being concerned, confess that
Christendom in Germany bears a joint responsibility for and guilt at the Holocaust.
2. In our endeavor for a new understanding, we gratefully acknowledge the inseparable link
between the New and the Old Testament. We are realizing this relationship on the basis of
God’s promise: God gives, fulfills and reaffirms it anew. The ‘New’ does not replace the ‘Old.’
3. We believe in God’s faithfulness. He has chosen his people Israel and he stands by the
election. Therefore we must contradict when it is said that Israel has been rejected by God. Nor
is the election of Israel cancelled by the election of the Church out of Jews and Gentiles. We
Christians acknowledge our allegiance to Jesus who was a Jew, believing that he is the Lord
who was crucified for all, resurrected and is certain to return, the savior of the world. It pains
and saddens us to think that this confession separates us from the faith of the Jewish people. In
the belief in Jesus Christ and obedient to him, we want to understand anew our relationship to
the Jews, cherishing our ties with them.
4. We acknowledge, with the Jews, God as the creator of heaven and earth. We believe, with
the Jews, that justice and love are God’s guidance for the whole of our lives. We hope, with the
Jews, for a new heaven and a new earth and with them we want the power of this hope for
justice and peace to be a living force in this world.

from Helga Croner, ed., More Stepping Stones to Jewish-Christian Relations (New York: Paulist, 1985), pp. 218-219.
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